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Nati onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Poll utants
for Iron and Steel Foundries

AGENCY: Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA).

ACTION:  Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action pronul gates national eni ssion
standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for iron
and steel foundries. The EPA has identified iron and
steel foundries as a major source of hazardous air
pol | utant (HAP) em ssions. These standards inplenent
section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) by requiring
all mpjor sources to neet HAP em ssions standards
reflecting application of the maxi mum achi evabl e control
t echnol ogy ( MACT).

The HAP emitted by facilities in the iron and steel
foundries source category include netal and organic
conmpounds. For iron and steel foundries that produce |ow
all oy netal castings, nmetal HAP emtted are primarily
| ead and manganese with smaller anmounts of cadm um

chrom um and ni ckel. For iron and steel foundries that
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produce high alloy nmetal or stainless steel castings,
metal HAP em ssions of chrom um and ni ckel can be
significant. Organic HAP em ssions include acetophenone,
benzene, cunene, di benzofurans, dioxins, formaldehyde,
met hanol , napht hal ene, phenol, pyrene, tol uene,
triethylam ne, and xylene. Exposure to these substances
has been denonstrated to cause adverse health effects,
i ncludi ng cancer and chronic or acute disorders of the
respiratory, reproductive, and central nervous systens.
When fully inmplenented, the final rule will reduce HAP
em ssions fromiron and steel foundries by over 820 tons
per year (tpy).
EFFECTI VE DATE: [ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL

RULE I N THE EEDERAL REGQ STER] .

ADDRESSES: The official public docket is avail able for
public view ng at the EPA Docket Center, EPA West, Room
B102, 1301 Constitution Ave., NW, Washi ngton, DC 20460.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Kevi n Cavender, Metals
Group (C439-02), Em ssion Standards Division, Ofice of
Air Quality Planning and Standards, U.S. EPA, Research
Triangl e Park, NC 27711, tel ephone nunber (919) 541-2364,

electronic mail (e-mail) address, cavender.kevi n@pa. gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:
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Requl ated Entities. Categories and entities potentially

regul ated by this action include:

Cat egory NAI CS code!? Exanpl es of regul ated
entities
| ndustry . . . . 331511 . . I ron foundries.

lron and steel plants.
Aut onotive and | arge
equi prment
manuf act urers.

331512 . . St eel investnent
f oundri es.
331513 . . Steel foundries

(except i1nvestnent).

Federal government . . . . . . Not aff ect ed.

State/local/triba
_gover nnent Co .o Not affected.

T North American | ndustry CIaSS|f|cat|on System

This table is not intended to be exhaustive, but
rat her provides a guide for readers regarding entities
likely to be regulated by this action. To determ ne
whet her your facility is regulated by this action, you
shoul d exam ne the applicability criteria in 863.7682 of
the final rule. |If you have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a particular entity,
consult the person listed in the preceding FOR FURTHER
| NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.
Docket. The EPA has established an official public

docket for this action including both Docket I D No. OAR-
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2002- 0034 and Docket ID No. A-2000-56. The officia
publ i c docket consists of the docunents specifically
referenced in this action, any public comments received,
and other information related to this action. All itens
may not be listed under both docket nunmbers, so
interested parties should inspect both docket nunmbers to
ensure that they have received all materials relevant to
the final rule. Although a part of the official public
docket, the public docket does not include Confidential
Busi ness Information or other information whose

di sclosure is restricted by statute. The official public
docket is available for public viewing at the EPA Docket
Center (Air Docket), EPA West, Room B-102, 1301
Constitution Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC. The EPA Docket
Center Public Reading Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30
p. m, Monday through Friday, excluding |egal holidays.
The tel ephone nunber for the Reading Roomis (202) 566-
1744, and the tel ephone nunber for the Air Docket is

(202) 566-1742.

El ectroni c Docket Access. You may access the final rule
el ectronically through the EPA Internet under the Federal

Regi ster listings at http://ww.epa.gov/fedrgstr/.

An el ectronic version of the public docket is
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avai |l abl e through EPA s el ectronic public docket and
comment system EPA Dockets. You may use EPA Dockets at

http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket/ to view public coments,

access the index listing the contents of the official
public docket, and to access those docunents in the
public docket that are available electronically. Once in
t he system select “search,” then key in the appropriate
docket identification nunber. Although not all docket
materials may be avail able electronically, you may still
access any of the publicly avail able docket materials

t hrough EPA Dockets. (See Docket No. A-2000-56 in the
Ai r Docket).

Worl dwi de Web (WAA . In addition to being available in

t he docket, an electronic copy of today s final rule is
al so avail able on the WAW t hrough the Technol ogy Transfer
Network (TTN). Followi ng the Adm nistrator’s signature,
a copy of the rule will be placed on the TTN' s policy and
gui dance page for newly proposed or promnul gated rul es at

http://ww. epa.gov/ttn/oarpg. The TTN provides

informati on and technol ogy exchange in various areas of
air pollution control. If nore information regarding the
TTN i s needed, call the TTN HELP line at (919) 541-5384.

Judi ci al Revi ew. This action constitutes final
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adm ni strative action on the proposed NESHAP for iron and
steel foundries (67 FR 78274, Decenber 23, 2002). Under
section 307(b)(1) of the CAA, judicial review of the rule
is available only by filing a petition for review in the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Col unbia
Circuit by [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON

OF THE FINAL RULE IN THE EEDERAL REGQ STER]. Only those

obj ections to the NESHAP which were raised with
reasonabl e specificity during the public comment period
may be raised during judicial review Under section
307(b)(2) of the CAA, the requirenments that are the
subj ect of today’s final rule nmay not be chall enged
separately in civil or crimnal proceedi ngs brought by
the EPA to enforce these requirenents.

Qutline. The information presented in this preanble is
organi zed as foll ows:

Backgr ound
Summary of the Final Rule

l.

I

A. What is the affected source?

B. VWhat are the enmissions lintations?

C. What are the operation and mai nt enance (0O&M
requi rement s?

D. What are the requirenments for denonstrating initial
and conti nuous conpliance?

E. What are the notification, recordkeepi ng, and
reporting requirenments?
What are the conpliance deadlines?

— T

I'l. Summary of Environnental, Energy, and Econom c
| npact s
A What are the air quality inpacts?
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B. What are the cost inpacts?

C. What are the econom c inpacts?

D. What are the non-air health, environmental, and
energy i npacts?

V. Summary of Major Comments and Responses

A Why did we revise the proposed affected source
desi gnati on?

B. VWhy did we revise the proposed em ssions limts?

C. Why did we revise the proposed work practice
st andar ds?

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Regul atory Pl anni ng and
Revi ew

B. Paperwor k Reducti on Act

C. Regul atory Flexibility Act

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref orm Act

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governnents

G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Envi ronmental Health and Safety Ri sks
H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That Significantly
Af fect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use
| . Nati onal Technol ogy Transfer Advancenment Act
J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act
VI. Statutory Authority
| . Background
Section 112(d) of the CAA requires us (the EPA) to
establish national em ssion standards for all categories
and subcategories of major sources of HAP and for area
sources |listed for regulation under section 112(c).
Maj or sources are those that emt or have the potenti al
to emt at least 10 tpy of any single HAP or 25 tpy of
any conbi nation of HAP. Area sources are stationary

sources of HAP that are not mmjor sources. Additional

information on the NESHAP devel opnent process can be
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found in the preanble to the proposed rule (67 FR 78274).

We received a total of 83 comment letters on the
proposed NESHAP from trade associ ations, individual
pl ants, consultants, vendors, State agencies,
envi ronnmental groups, and private citizens. W provided
a 60-day comment period and held a public hearing on
January 22, 2003 to provide the opportunity for oral
presentations of data, views, or argunents concerning the
proposed rul e.

Today’s final rule reflects our full consideration
of all the coments we received. A detailed response to
all the coments is included in the Background
| nformati on Docunment (BID) for the Pronul gated Standards
(Docket 1D No. OAR-2002-0034).

1. Summary of the Final Rule

A. VWhat is the affected source?

The affected source is each new or existing iron and
steel foundry that is a major source of HAP em ssions. A
new affected source is an iron and steel foundry for
whi ch construction or reconstruction began after Decenber
23, 2002. An existing affected source is an iron and
steel foundry for which construction or reconstruction

began on or before Decenber 23, 2002. The final rule
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defines an “iron and steel foundry” as:

a facility or portion of a facility that nelts

scrap, ingot, and/or other forns of iron and/or

steel and pours the resulting nolten netal into

nol ds to produce final or near final shape

products for introduction into commerce.

Research and devel opnment facilities and

operations that only produce non-commerci al

castings are not included in this definition.

The final rule covers em ssions fromnetal nelting
furnaces, scrap preheaters, pouring areas, pouring
stations, automated conveyor and pallet cooling |ines
that use a sand nmold system automated shakeout |ines
that use a sand nold system and nold and core naking
lines. The final rule also covers fugitive em ssions

from foundry operations.

B. What are the em ssions limtations?

The final rule includes em ssions limts for netal
and organic HAP as well as operating limts for capture
systenms and control devices. Particulate matter (PM and
opacity serve as surrogate neasures of netal HAP
em ssions; emssions |limts for total netal HAP are
included as alternatives to the PMIlimts. The final
rule also includes emssions |imts for volatile organic
HAP (VOHAP) and triethylam ne (TEA). Except for the
fugitive em ssions opacity limt, each of the eni ssions

limts apply to em ssions discharged to the atnosphere
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t hrough a conveyance.
system of equi pment that

pol | ut ant s,

them using forced ventilation.

fugitive em ssions applies to each building or

The term “conveyance”

convey them t hrough ductwork,

means t he

Is designed to capture

and exhaust
The opacity limt for

structure

housi ng any em ssions source at the iron and steel

foundry.

requi renents are:

The em ssions limtations and work practice

Em ssi ons source

Em ssions limt or work
practice standard

El ectric arc nmetal nelting
furnace, electric induction
metal nelting furnace, or
scrap preheater at an

exi sting iron and steel
foundry.

¢ 0.005 grains per dry
standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf) of PM or

¢ 0.0004 gr/dscf of total
met al HAP.

Cupol a netal nelting furnace
at an existing iron and
steel foundry.

¢ 0.006 gr/dscf of PM or
¢ 0.0005 gr/dscf of total
met al HAP.

Cupol a netal nelting furnace
or electric arc netal

mel ting furnace at a new
iron and steel foundry.

¢ 0.002 gr/dscf of PM or
¢ 0.0002 gr/dscf of total
met al HAP.

El ectric i nduction netal

¢ 0.001 gr/dscf of PM or

melting furnace or scrap ¢ 0.00008 gr/dscf of
preheater at a new iron and total nmetal HAP

steel foundry.

Al'l metal nelting furnaces. « Scrap certification; or

e Scrap selection and
i nspecti on program

Pouring station at an
exi sting iron and steel
foundry.

¢ 0.010 gr/dscf or PM or
¢ 0.0008 gr/dscf of total
met al HAP.
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Pouring area or pouring
station at a new iron and

C
C

0.002 gr/dscf of PM or
0. 0002 gr/dscf of total

steel foundry met al HAP

Fugitive em ssions froma ¢ 20 percent opacity,

buil ding or structure at a except for one 6-m nute
new or existing iron and aver age per hour that
steel foundry. does not exceed 27

percent opacity.

Cupol a netal nelting furnace
at a new or existing iron
and steel foundry.

20 parts per mllion by
vol ume (ppnv) of VOHAP
corrected to 10 percent
oxygen.

Scrap preheater at an
exi sting iron and steel
foundry.

Di rect contact gas-
fired preheater; or
Scrap certification; or
20 ppnmv of VOHAP.

at a new
foundry.

Scrap preheater
iron and steel

20 ppmv of VOHAP; or
Scrap certification.

Aut omat ed conveyor and
pal l et cooling lines and
aut omat ed shakeout |ines
that use a sand nold system
at a new iron and steel
foundry.

20 pprmv of VOHAP (fl ow-
wei ght ed aver age).

TEA col d box mold and core
making line at a new or
exi sting foundry.

1 ppnv of TEA or 99
percent em ssions
reduction, as
det er mi ned when
scrubbing with fresh
acid sol ution.

Furan warm box nold and core
making |ine at a new or
exi sting foundry.

No nmet hanol in the

cat al yst.

The fi nal

eni ssi ons sources subject to VOHAP or

(the owner or

rule requires a capture system for those

TEA imts. You

operator) nust establish operating limts
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for identified capture system paraneter (or paraneters)
that are appropriate for assessing capture system
performance. At a mininum the limts nust indicate the
| evel of ventilation draft and danper position settings.
You nmust operate the capture systens at or above the
| owest value or setting established in the operation and
mai nt enance (O&M) pl an.

I f you use a wet scrubber to control PM or total
metal HAP em ssions froma nmetal nelting furnace, scrap
preheater, pouring area, or pouring station, the 3-hour
average pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate mnust
not fall below the mninumlevels established during the
initial (or subsequent) performance test. |If you use a
conmbusti on device to control VOHAP em ssions froma
cupola netal nelting furnace, the 15-m nute average
conbusti on zone tenperature nmust not fall below 1,300
degrees Fahrenheit (°F). Periods when the cupola is off
bl ast and for 15 minutes after going on blast froman off
bl ast condition are not included in the 15-m nute
average. |If you use a conbustion device to control VOHAP
em ssions froma scrap preheater or TEA cold box nold or
core making line, the 3-hour average conbustion zone

tenperature nust not fall below the m ninmum |l evel
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established during the initial (or subsequent)
performance test. |If you use a wet acid scrubber to
control TEA em ssions, the 3-hour average scrubbing
liquid flow rate nust not fall below the m ninumleve
established during the initial (or subsequent)
performance test and the 3-hour average pH |l evel of the
scrubber bl owdown (or the pH | evel during a production
shift) nmust not exceed 4.5.

Operating limts do not apply to control devices for
aut omat ed conveyor and pallet cooling |lines or autonmated
shakeout lines that use a sand nold systemat a new iron
and steel foundry. The final rule requires a continuous
em ssions nonitoring system (CEMS) for these em ssions
sources. However, the final rule includes procedures for
requesting alternative nonitoring requirements. To
obt ai n approval of alternative nonitoring requirenents,
you must submt a nonitoring plan containing informtion
needed to denonstrate continuous conpliance along with
performance test results show ng conpliance with the
em ssions limt.

The final rule also includes work practice
standards. Facilities nust neet certification

requi rements for their charge materials or devel op and



14
i npl enent a scrap selection and inspection programto
m nimze the amount or organics and HAP netals in furnace
charge materials. The certification option requires the
foundry to purchase and use only certified-netal ingots,
pig iron, skittle, or other materials that do not include
post - consumer autonotive body scrap, post-consunmer engine
bl ocks, oil filters, oily turnings, |ead conponents,
mercury switches, plastics, or organic liquids. The
scrap selection plan option requires scrap
specifications, a certification that the scrap supplier
has i npl enented procedures to renove nercury swtches and
| ead conponents from autonotive scrap, and visual
i nspection procedures to ensure materials neet the
speci fications.

The owner or operator of an existing iron and steel
foundry must install, operate, and maintain a gas-fired
preheater where the flane directly contacts the scrap
charged. As alternative conpliance options, the owner or
operator may neet a 20 ppnmv |imt for VOHAP en ssions or
may charge to a preheater only materials subject to the
scrap certification requirenent. The owner or operator
of a new iron and steel foundry nust nmeet the 20 ppnv

l[imt for VOHAP em ssions and the operating limt for
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conbustion devices. As an alternative conpliance option
for new scrap preheaters, the owner or operator nust neet
the scrap certification requirenents.

Plants with a furan warm box nmold or core making
line at a new or existing iron and steel foundry nust use
a binder chem cal fornulation that contains no nethanol,
as listed in the Material Data Safety Sheet. This
requi renment applies to the catalyst portion (and not the
resin portion) of the binder system

C. \Wiat are the operation and mai nt enance requirenents?

Al'l foundries nmust prepare and follow a witten
operation and mai ntenance (O&W plan for capture systens
and control devices. The plan nust include operating
limts for capture systens; requirenments for inspections
and repairs; preventative mintenance procedures and
schedul es; and procedures for operation of bag | eak
detection systens (including corrective action steps to
be taken in the event of a bag |eak detection system
alarm. The plan also nust contain procedures for
igniting gases fromnold vents in pouring areas and
pouring stations that use sand nold systens. These
procedures may consider the ignitability of the nold

gases, accessibility to the nolds, and safety issues
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associated with igniting the gases.

The final rule also requires a startup, shutdown,
and mal function plan that neets the requirenents in
863.6(e) of the NESHAP General Provisions. The plan nust
i ncl ude procedures for operating and maintaining the
em ssions source during periods of startup, shutdown, and
mal function and a program of corrective action for
mal functioni ng process equi pnent, air pollution control
systens, and nonitoring systens. The final rule requires
that the plan also include a description of the
conditions that constitute a shutdown of a cupola and
normal operating conditions followi ng startup of a
cupola. The owner or operator may use the standard
operation procedures manual for the em ssions source or
other type of plan if it neets EPA's requirenents. For
nmore i nformation on startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl ans, see the anmendnents to the NESHAP Gener al
Provi si ons published on May 30, 2003 (68 FR 32586).

D. \What are the requirenents for denonstrating initial

and continuous conpliance?

Eni ssions Limts

Foundri es nust denonstrate initial conpliance by

conducting performance tests for all em ssions sources
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subject to an emssions |imt. To determ ne conpliance
with the netal HAP em ssions |imts, EPA Methods 1
t hrough 4, and either Method 5, 5B, 5D, 5F, or 5I, as
applicable (to measure PM or Method 29 (to neasure total
metal HAP) are required. To determ ne conpliance with
the organic HAP limts, foundries can use EPA Method 18
to nmeasure VOHAP, Method 25 to neasure total gaseous
nonmet hane organics (TGNMO) as hexane, or Method 25A to
measure total organic conpounds (TOC) as hexane. All of
t hese nmethods are in appendix Ato 40 CFR part 60.

The performance test requirenents for autonmated
conveyor and pallet cooling lines and aut omated shakeout
lines at new foundries allow you to either neet the 20
ppmv em ssions limt directly using the volatile organic
conmpound (VOC) CEMS to neasure total hydrocarbons (as a
surrogate for VOHAP) or to establish a site-specific VOC
limt for the CEMS that is correlated to the VOHAP
em ssions limt. The final rule also includes procedures
for conputing the flow weighted average of nultiple
exhaust streans from aut omated conveyor and pall et
cooling lines or automated shakeout |ines, and for
determ ni ng conpliance for conbined em ssions streans.

Procedures for establishing operating |imts for capture
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systens and control devices, and revising the limts, if
necessary or desired, after the initial performance test
are given in 863.7733 of the final rule. Previous
performance tests (conducted since Decenmber 22, 2002) may
be used to establish operating limts.

Moni toring of capture system and control device
operating paraneters is required to denonstrate
continuous conpliance with the operating limts. These
requi renments include bag | eak detection systens for
baghouses and conti nuous paraneter nonitoring systens
(CPMS) for capture systens (unless danper positions are
fixed) and control devices. For wet acid scrubbers, the
final rule allows plants to neasure the pH every 8 hours
duri ng process operations using a pH probe and neter as
an alternative to a pH CPM5. The owner or operator of
aut omat ed conveyor and pallet cooling |lines or autonmated
shakeout lines that use a sand nold systemat a new iron
and steel foundry nust nonitor organic HAP em ssions
using a CEMS unless they apply for alternative nonitoring
requi renents. Technical specifications, along with
requirenments for installation, operation, and maintenance
of CPMS and CEMS, are included in the final rule.

Records are required to docunment conpliance with the
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moni t ori ng, inspection, and mai ntenance requirenments for
nmonitoring equi pmrent. The final rule requires
performance tests every 5 years to denpnstrate conti nuous
conpliance with the PM (or total netal HAP), VOHAP, and
TEA em ssions |limts and every 6 nonths to denonstrate
continuous conpliance with the opacity limt for fugitive
em ssions. Subsequent performance tests are not required
for foundries that denonstrate continuous conpliance
usi ng a CEMS.

Wrk Practice Standards

No performance test is required to denonstrate
initial conpliance with the work practice standards.
Foundries nmust certify that they have prepared the
required plans, have installed a direct flame contact
gas-fired scrap preheater if applicable (or that they
will conply by neeting the 20 ppnv em ssions limt or by
only preheating scrap that neets the scrap certification
requi renents), that they will meet each applicable work
practice requirenent, and that they have records
docunmenting their certification.

Records are required to denonstrate continuous
conpliance with conpliance certifications or to docunent

conformance with their scrap inspection and sel ection
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pl an. Foundries al so must keep records of the chem cal
conposition of all catalyst binder fornulations applied
in a furan warm box nold or core making |ine.

Operati on _and Mii nt enance Requirenents

Foundries nmust certify in their notification of
conpliance status that they have prepared the O&M pl an
and that the plant will operate equi pment according to
the plan requirements. Records are required to
denonstrate continuous conpliance with other requirenments
in the O&M pl an for capture systens, control devices, and
bag | eak detection system corrective actions. To
denonstrate continuous conpliance with the plan for nold
vent ignition, foundries nust make a conpliance
certification in each sem annual report that they have
foll owed the procedures in their O&M pl an.

E. What are the notification, recordkeeping, and

reporting requirements?

These requirenments rely on the NESHAP Gener al
Provisions in 40 CFR part 63, subpart AL Table 1 to
subpart EEEEE (the final rule) shows each of the
requi renments in the General Provisions (8863.2 through
63. 15) and whet her they apply.

The major notifications include one-tine
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notifications of applicability (due no |ater than 120
days of promul gation), perfornmance tests (due at |east 60
days before each test), performance eval uations, and
conpliance status. The notification of conpliance status
is required no later than 60 days after the conpliance
denonstration if a performance test is required or no
| ater than 30 days after the conpliance denonstration if
no performance test i s required.

Foundries are required to maintain records that are
needed to docunent conpliance, such as perfornmance test
results; copies of the startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an; O&M pl an; scrap selection and inspection plan, and
associ ated corrective action records; nonitoring data;
and i nspection records. Records of annual usage,
chem cal conposition, and HAP content are also required
for chem cal binders and coating materials. |In nost
cases, records must be kept for 5 years, with records for
the nost recent 2 years kept onsite. However, the O&M
pl an; scrap selection and inspection plan; and startup,
shut down, and mal function plan are to be kept onsite and
avai l able for inspection for the life of the affected
source (or until the affected source is no |onger subject

to the rule requirenments.)
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Al'l foundries nust make sem annual conpliance
reports of any deviation froman em ssions limtation
(i ncluding an operating limt), work practice standard,
or &M requirenment. |If no deviation occurred and no
nmonitoring systems were out of control, only a summary
report is required. More detailed information is
required in the report if a deviation did occur. An
i medi ate report is required if actions taken during a
startup, shutdown, or mal function were not consistent
with the startup, shutdown, and mal function plan.

F. What are the conpliance deadlines?

Exi sting iron and steel foundries must conply with
most requirenments by [I NSERT DATE 3 YEARS AFTER

PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] .

The final rule requires existing foundries to conply with
the work practice standards in 863.7700(b) or (c), as
applicable, by [INSERT DATE 1 YEAR AFTER PUBLI CATI ON OF

THE FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER]. New or

reconstructed iron and steel foundries that start up on
or before [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE

I N THE EEDERAL REGQ STER] nust conply by [I NSERT DATE OF

PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] .

New or reconstructed iron and steel foundries that start
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up after [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N

THE FEDERAL REGI STER] nust conply upon initial startup.

I11. Summary of Environnental, Energy, and Econom c
| npact s

A. Wiat are the air quality inpacts?

Most iron and steel foundries have had em ssions
controls in place for many years simlar to those in the
final rule. Overall, we expect the final rule to reduce
HAP em ssions by nore than 820 tpy. The NESHAP will also
reduce PM and VOC em ssi ons by about 2,550 tpy.
| mpl enent ati on of scrap selection and inspection
procedures is expected to reduce nmercury em ssions by 1.4
tpy — an 80 percent reduction fromcurrent |evels.

B. What are the cost inpacts?

The total annualized cost of the final rule is
estimated at $21 million, including costs for control
equi pnent, conpliance tests nonitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting. This cost also includes the annualized
cost of capital and the annual operating and mai ntenance
costs for supplies, control equipnment, nonitoring
devi ces, and recordkeepi ng nedi a.

The nationwi de total capital cost of the final rule

is about $188 mlIlion. The capital costs associated with
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the final rule are primarily due to the costs of
installing nodul ar pul se-jet baghouse systens to control
em ssions of netal HAP and PM from cupol as currently
controll ed using venturi scrubbers. This capital cost is
estimated at $175 mllion and includes the cost of
renovi ng the venturi scrubbers and installing nodul ar

pul se-j et baghouse systens. Based on information
provided by the iron and steel foundry industry, we used
a retrofit cost factor of 2.2 (i.e., the cost of
installing a baghouse at an existing facility was
estimted to be 2.2 tinmes the cost of installing an

i dentical baghouse at a new facility). This retrofit
cost factor is considerably higher than the typical
retrofit costs suggested by the literature (typical
retrofit cost factors range from1l.2 to 1.5). As the
cost of operating a baghouse is |less than the cost of
operating a PM wet scrubber due to | ower energy
consunption (|l ower pressure drop) of the baghouse system
and the avoi dance of wastewater treatnent/di sposal costs,
t he annual operating and nai ntenance cost of the final
rule is actually estinmated to be |l ess than the cost of
operating the current control equipnent for cupolas.

Therefore, there will be a net savings in the annua
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operating and mai ntenance costs for baghouses over
venturi scrubbers of $6 mllion.

The cost inpacts al so include:

e The cost of installing and operating baghouses on
currently uncontrolled electric induction netal nelting
furnaces;

e The cost of installing and operati ng baghouses on
currently uncontroll ed pouring stations;

e The cost of installing and operating wet acid
scrubbers for currently uncontrolled TEA cold box nold
and core nmaking |ines;

e The cost of installing and operating nonitoring
equi pnent (predom nantly baghouse | eak detection systens)
for em ssions sources; and

e The cost of electronic and paper recordkeeping
medi a.

C. \What are the econom c inpacts?

We conducted a detail ed assessnment of the economc
i npacts associated with the final rule. The conpliance
costs are estimated to increase the price of iron and
steel castings by 0.1 percent with donestic production
declining by 8,400 tons in aggregate. The analysis also

i ndi cates no inpact on the market price for foundry coke,



26
which is used by cupolas in the production of iron
castings. Foundry coke production is projected to
decrease by less than 0.1 percent.

Through the market inpacts described above, the
final rule is predicted to have distributional inpacts
across producers and consuners of iron and steel
castings. Consunmers would incur $13.2 mllion of the
overal |l regulatory burden of the final rule ($21.2
mllion) because of higher prices and forgone
consunption. Donmestic producers of iron and steel
castings are expected to experience profit |osses of $9.0
mllion due to conpliance costs and | ower output |evels,
whil e foreign producers may experience profit gains of $1
mllion associated with the higher prices. For nore
i nformation, consult the econom c inpact analysis that is
avail able in the docket.

D. VWhat are the non-air health, environnental., and

enerqgy i npacts?

The final rule will generally provide positive
secondary environnmental and energy inpacts. Replacing
cupol a wet scrubber control systenms with baghouses w ||
i ncrease em ssions of sulfur oxides by 370 tpy. However,

due to the |l ower energy requirenments for operating a
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baghouse versus a wet scrubber, which nore than offset
the energy requirenments of the other new control
equi pnent, the final rule is projected to result in a net
reduction in annual energy consunption of 121, 000
megawatt hours per year. This will lead to a reduction
in em ssions of nitrogen oxides and sul fur oxides from
power plants of roughly 180 tpy and 370 t py,
respectively. Therefore, the final rule will have no net
i npact on em ssions of sulfur oxides. There is
uncertainty about the estimates of secondary em ssion
reducti ons due to energy savings because we have not
conducted a detailed analysis that identifies the fuel
sources used at power plants from which the energy
savings will be realized. Furthernore, the SO, em ssion
reducti on estimtes nmay be overstated if the national cap
on SO, em ssions is binding. The replacenent of wet
scrubbers with baghouses is also responsible for the
final rule’s estimated 18.1 billion gallons per year
reduction in water consunption and waste water disposal
rates. Although baghouses have slightly higher dust
collection efficiencies, the dust is collected in a dry
formwhile PMcollected using a wet scrubber contains

significant water even after dewatering processes.
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Therefore, the total volunme and wei ght of solids di sposed
under the final rule is estinmated to be approxi mtely the
same as, if not less than, the current solid waste
di sposal rates.
V. Summary of Major Comments and Responses

A. Wiy did we revise the proposed affected source

desi gnati on?

Comrent: Industry commenters felt the netal casting
depart nment should be separated into two separate affected
sources: a nelting departnment and a casting departnent.
The commenters al so suggested that we clarify that a
foundry may contain nultiple affected sources of a single
type, such as nore than one nelting departnent, which may
be operationally different and physically renmoved from
each other. Sonme commenters felt that HAP em ssions from
melting are insignificant and suggested that this process
ei ther be excluded as an affected source or |listed as a
separate source category and then deli sted.

Response: We considered splitting the netal casting
departnment into a nelting departnment and a casting
processi ng departnment. This further classification of
the affected sources m ght have been appropriate because

the nelting furnaces (nelting departnent) are often
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separate fromthe pouring, cooling, and shakeout |ines
(casting processing departnment). However, nost
commenters requesting a change in the affected source or
separate source categories thought that we could then
either de-list nelting departnents or that the em ssions
fromthe nelting departnment coul d be excluded from
emssions limtations. Even if the nelting departnent
were a separate source category or affected source, these
sources would still be co-located at major source
facilities, and we would still be required to devel op
MACT standards for them Furthernore, we do not consider
enm ssions exceeding 100 tpy of metal HAP from nelting
furnaces to be de mnims as suggested by industry.
Consequently, it is necessary and appropriate to
establish MACT standards for these em ssions sources.

A secondary rationale for requesting a change in the
affected source was the fear of triggering new source
MACT requirements. However, upon clarification that
defining the nelting departnent as a separate source
woul d not elimnate the requirenments to control nelting
furnace em ssions, these commenters supported a broad
definition of the affected source.

Therefore, in response to these coments, we have
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witten the final rule to include a broader definition of
the affected source (i.e., the iron and steel foundry).
This broad definition elimnates a sonewhat artificial
separation of the nold and core maki ng processes, which
can often occur in close proximty, if not in conjunction
with the casting (pouring) operations. This approach

al so avoi ds instances where an existing foundry m ght
make m nor equi pnment changes that m ght subject one
process or a single piece of equipnent subject to the new
source em ssions limts. This could occur if the

af fected source was defined as each “netal nelting
departnment” which could be delineated as each nelting
furnace at the foundry.

B. Wiy did we revise the proposed enm ssions limts?

Metal Melting Furnaces

Comrent: Most industry comrenters opposed the
proposed PMIlimt for nelting furnaces and scrap
preheaters, especially at a new affected source (i.e.,
the 0.001 gr/dscf). According to the commenters, the
l[imt cannot be maintained on a continuous basis, wll
not be guaranteed by vendors, will result in high costs,
wi |l be subject to measurenents errors, and stretches the

capability of Method 5 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A).



31
Several commenters stated that the em ssions reductions
t hat woul d be achieved did not warrant the costs
associated with the PMIimts. Five commenters stated
that the MACT fl oor determi nation did not adequately
account for inherent variability and operation under the
wor st foreseeable conditions. Another commenter stated
that it was inappropriate to apply any variablity factor
in establishing the MACT floor emssions limts. One
commenter noted that a [imt based on the 95th percentile
of performance woul d suggest that the unit is out of
conpliance 5 percent of the tine.

Several commenters stated that the EPA should not
specify the control equipnent in establishing the new
source PMem ssions limts, that the facility EPA used
for new source MACT for cupolas was not representative,
or that the nore stringent limt was a disincentive to
moder ni ze plants. Two commenters noted that the vendor
guarantee for the facility is 0.0016 gr/dscf (instead of
0.001 gr/dscf as reported by EPA) because the guarantee
was 0.001 in grains per actual cubic feet. Wile two
equi pnment vendors stated that they could not guarantee a
| ong term performance of 0.001 gr/dscf, a representative

for control device vendors stated that the 0.001 gr/dscf
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PM em ssions |imt for new sources is reasonable and
appropriate and that a variety of fabric collector
designs can achieve simlar results. Mst commenters
recommended a limt of 0.005 gr/dscf or 0.0052 gr/dscf
(which was proposed as the [imt for certain new
operations at integrated iron and steel plants). One
comrent er suggested a limt of 0.002 gr/dscf because
baghouses achi eving an average outl et PM concentration of
0. 001 gr/dscf would be out of conpliance with a limt of
0. 001 gr/dscf about half the tine.

Response: The CAA directs EPA to set limts that
are at |east as stringent as the MACT floor. For
existing units, the MACT floor is the average em ssions
limtation achieved in practice by the best perform ng 12
percent of the existing units (for which we have
em ssions information). The MACT fl oor for new sources
must not be less stringent than the em ssion control that
is achieved in practice by the best-control simlar
source. Consequently, the comments related to vendor
guar antees and high costs are not relevant in
establishing the MACT floor for new and existing sources.

We disagree that the limt will result in

significant measurenment errors or that it stretches the
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capability of Method 5 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A). W
require a m ni mum gas volunme of 60 dry standard cubic
feet (dscf) to ensure that sufficient PMis collected to
eval uate the conpliance of the em ssions source with the
PMemssions limts. |In addition, the practical
quantification limt for Method 5 is a filterable PM
catch of 3 mlligranms (ng), which is 0.0463 grains (gr).
At the practical quantification limt of 3 ng of PM
coll ected from 60 dscf of gas, the practical
quantification limt of Method 5 as required in the rule
is less than 0.0008 gr/dscf. |If less than 3 ng of dust
is collected during a test in which at | east 60 dscf of
gas are collected, we have reasonabl e assurance that the
enm ssions source is in conpliance with a 0.001 gr/dscf PM
emssions limt. Wthout a m nimum gas vol une of 60
dscf, we could not confidently establish that an
em ssions source neets the 0.001 gr/dscf emssions limt.

As noted by the comenters, the em ssions limts
must be achieved at all tinmes, and it is inportant that
the MACT floor |limt adequately account for the nornal
and unavoi dable variability in the process and in the
operation of the control device. The choice of selecting

the 90th, 95th, or 99th percentile performance val ue



34
depends | argely on the adequacy of the data. As there
were only 10 to 15 enmi ssions tests for a given type of
unit or source with which to assess the performnce and
variability of baghouse control systens, selecting a
hi gher percentile range is appropriate to refl ect
addi ti onal uncertainty. In response to comments
concerning the potential variability in process and
control system performance and in recognition of the fact
that the available em ssions data are froma fairly
limted nunber of short-termtests, we have re-eval uated
t he MACT fl oor determ nation using the 99th percentil e of
performance. This approach is designed to account for
the different sources of variability, including
variations in how the process is operated, changes in
control device paraneters, and variability associ ated
with sanpling and anal ysi s.

By selecting the 99th percentile, we have
sufficiently accounted for process operation, control
devi ce performance, and neasurenent variability. The
99t h percentile is appropriate in this case because it
accounts for the extreme end of the range of perfornmance
that could occur. Based on this re-evaluation of the

MACT floor limts, we have adjusted the floor for cupol as
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at existing sources from0.005 gr/dscf to 0.006 gr/dscf.
We have adjusted the floor for cupola and electric arc
furnaces at new sources from 0.001 gr/dscf to 0.002
gr/dscf. This new source limt of 0.002 gr/dscf is
consistent with the vendor guarantee when corrected from
actual to standard conditions (0.0016 gr/dscf).

We do not believe that setting a limt at the 95th
or 99th percentile neans that the em ssions source wl|
be out of conpliance 5 percent or 1 percent of the tine.
Thr ough proper operation and mai ntenance of the control
devi ce and process equi pnent, the owner or operator can
avoi d periods of poor performance. As such, a properly
operated and mai ntai ned control device applied to normal
process operations should not experience performance
| evel s that exceed the |imt. |In the rare event of an
unavoi dabl e failure such as a mal function, the owner or
operator can continue to denonstrate conpliance by
foll owing the procedures in the startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan. |If the limt is exceed as a result of
variability that can and should be controlled (i.e., a
prevent abl e event), then the event is a deviation.

We under stand i ndustry concerns over the

representativeness of the test data for one of the
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foundries that was nmentioned. Fortunately, en ssions
test data are avail able for an equival ent control system
t hat does not control an additional process which m ght
dilute the em ssions. The performance |evel for this
systemis also a PMemssions |imt of 0.002 gr/dscf.
Consequently, the limt for new sources is not dependent
only on the source test data fromthe one facility cited
by the comenters.

Unl i ke cupol as and electric arc furnaces, the
furnace control systemthat represents MACT for electric
i nduction furnaces at new sources is a traditional
baghouse, followed by a cartridge filter, followed by a
hi gh energy particulate air filter. The limt for this
systemis still 0.001 gr/dscf when evaluated at the 99th
percentile. Therefore, the data clearly support that
MACT for electric induction furnaces at new sources is
0. 001 gr/dscf.

In the final rule, we have established em ssions
l[imts for the em ssions sources and do not require a
specific type of control device. Foundry owners or
operators may use any control neasure that will neet the
appl i cabl e standard. In trying to understand the

differences in the performance achieved by certain
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systens, we eval uated and conpared baghouse desi gn,
cl eaning mechanism flow rate, tenperature, fabric
material, and air-to-cloth ratio for each system as
operated during the em ssions source test. Certainly a
nunber of these factors influence the performnce of a
fabric filter control system In evaluating the
performance of the cupola control systens, the
hori zont al | y-desi gned baghouses exhi bited the best
performance of the systens tested. The description
regardi ng these systenms was provided primarily to
docunment why the |low outlet PM concentrations observed
were real and not the result of an unknown source testing
error. We do not endorse any specific baghouse design.

Because the affected sources will be required to
conply with the emssions |limts at all tines, the limts
establ i shed nmust account for the normal and unavoi dabl e
variability inherent in the process and in the control
devi ce operation. The em ssions rate for a given
em ssions source does vary over tinme, as is denonstrated
by the variability seen between individual test runs and
repeat tests. As such, the MACT fl oor should not be
devel oped based on the stack test data w thout accounting

for variability. For each facility for which we have
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stack test em ssions data, we have estimated the

em ssions limtation that the facility can achieve on a
conti nuous basis by applying statistics to the avail able
em ssions data to estimte the em ssions rate that
facility can achieve at |east 99 percent of the tine.

I n summary, we have established em ssions [imts for
bot h new and existing em ssions sources and have not
specified the type of control systemthat nust be used.
For cupolas and electric arc furnaces, MACT for new
sources is 0.002 gr/dscf, reflecting the 99th percentile
| evel of performance of the nmedian unit in the top 12
percent of best-perform ng units. The MACT fl oor for
cupol as at existing foundries is 0.006 gr/dscf,
reflecting the 99th percentile |evel of control of the
medi an unit in the top 12 percent of best-perform ng
units. These limts reflect our conclusion that the
proposed 0.001 gr/dscf limt for cupolas and electric arc
furnaces at new foundries and the 0.005 gr/dscf |limt for
cupol as at existing foundries did not adequately account
for the variability expected in the actual performance of
the units that were used to establish the MACT fl oor for
t hese em ssions sources. The 0.001 gr/dscf limt for

el ectric induction furnaces and the 0.002 gr/dscf
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emssions limt for cupolas and electric arc furnaces at
new foundries represent emssions |imts that the best-
perform ng sources can and do neet under the nost adverse
ci rcunmst ances which can reasonably be expected to recur.

Comment: Three comenters recomended that the
final rule include emssions |limts for individual netal
HAP. The commenters suggested that PMis not a good
surrogate for lead (which is a sem -volatile netal) or
mercury (which typically has |ow collection efficiencies
i n baghouses) and does not consider the hazard of the
emtted pollutants. In addition, the nmetal HAP in the PM
from some em ssions sources conprise only a small portion
of em ssions fromthe em ssions source or the overal
foundry and has not been characterized for other
em Ssi ons sources.

Response: As described in our MACT fl oor
docunment ati on, nmetal HAP em ssions reductions tracked
well with PMem ssions reductions for the cupola contro
systens we tested. Reductions in |ead em ssions al so
tracked well with PM em ssions reductions. Mercury
em ssions were a small conponent of the total netal HAP
em ssions, but both control systens tested by EPA were

ineffective in reducing nmercury em ssions. Therefore, we
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do not consider these add-on control devices to be
control technol ogies for the purpose of reducing nercury
em ssions. The only effective nmethod for reducing
mercury em ssions at iron and steel foundries is scrap
metal selection and inspection to prevent mercury

contam nation of the furnace charge. For all other netal
HAP em ssions fromnetal nelting furnaces, the test data
show that effective PM emnm ssions control also provides
effective netal HAP em ssions control. In addition, PM
is a reasonabl e surrogate for nmetal HAP em ssions contro
ef fectiveness because MACT is a technol ogy-based
standard, and the technol ogies currently used by
foundries that reduce nmetal HAP em ssions are those
specifically designed to control PM Additionally, it is
clear fromour data the greater the PMreductions are for
a specific unit, the greater are the HAP reductions.
Thus, we have concluded that it is appropriate to use PM
as a surrogate for HAP netal s because the unit that

achi eve the greatest |level of control of PMw || also
achi eve the greatest |evel of control of netal HAP. As
di scussed in the followi ng response, we have al so

devel oped an alternative limt for total netal HAP.

Finally, to the extent that it is feasible to reduce
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met al HAP em ssions by neans other than operation of
em ssion control devices, we are requiring such neasures.
Specifically, we are requiring a scrap selection and
i nspection programto reduce | ead and nercury em ssions.
These requirements conbined with the PMIimts accurately
reflect the MACT | evel of control.

Comment: Two commenters oppose the use of PMas a
surrogat e because sone foundries nelt only high quality
steel with very low tranp netal content in the induction
furnaces rather than scrap iron. Consequently, their
uncontrolled nmelting furnaces may have | ower HAP
em ssions than those from a baghouse on a furnace nelting
scrap with higher levels of tranp nmetals. W also
recei ved comments that sonme foundry operations, such as
dry scrubbing for sul fur dioxide control, may result in
di sproportionately high PM em ssions wi thout
correspondi ngly high nmetal HAP em ssions.

Response: As discussed in our previous response, PM
is a good surrogate for HAP nmetals other than nmercury.
However, we recogni ze that the metal HAP content of the
PM can vary significantly depending on the type of netal
cast. Sonme foundries may have very | ow netal HAP

em ssions due to very |low HAP content in their casting.
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We al so recognize that it is infeasible for all foundries
to use scrap with very |ow HAP netal content because of
the limted supply of such scrap and because vari ous
| evel s of certain elenments are needed in certain grades
and types of iron and steel casting. Also, when
foundries use scrubbing techniques for reducing sulfur
di oxi de em ssions, they may have unusually high PM
enm ssions w thout correspondingly high HAP em ssions.
Therefore, while PMis a good surrogate with which to
judge the performance of a control systemto reduce netal
HAP em ssions, we realize that it is only a surrogate and
not a direct neasure of HAP em ssions, and that in sone
cases the PMIlimt may have unwarranted consequences.
For the above reasons, we are establishing alternative
total nmetal HAP em ssions |limts that are equivalent to
the PMlimts. The alternative nmetal HAP limts are
based on, and are dependent on the MACT |limts for PM
Having identified the appropriate |evel of control
based on PM performance, we re-exam ned our data on netal
HAP em ssions and eval uated the metal HAP em ssions as a
percent of the PM em ssions. W evaluated netal HAP
em ssions to project the range of netal HAP eni ssions as

a percent of PM associated with the performance of the
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type of control systemused by the unit identified as the
MACT fl oor em ssions unit. That is, by normalizing the
HAP em ssions data by the PM em ssions and aggregating
these data for the various em ssions sources being
regul ated, we calcul ated a reasonable estinmte of the
magni tude and variability of the HAP content as a percent
of PMfor these sources. By applying this information to
the specific systemthat established the MACT fl oor PM
em ssions limts for each source type, we devel oped total
metal HAP enmissions limt for each source type which is
based on the performance of the MACT floor unit. Each
total metal HAP limt is equivalent to the correspondi ng
MACT floor PMemssions limt. W used this calculation
to develop alternative limts for total metal HAP for
mel ting furnaces and pouri ng operations.

The basis of this alternative emssions limt is the
MACT fl oor determ nation for PMem ssions. Because we
| ack sufficient test data for netal HAP, we coul d not
ot herwi se derive a netal HAP em ssions limt wthout
first identifying the MACT floor unit on the basis of its
PM em ssions performance. Therefore, we concl uded that
this total nmetal HAP emissions limt is an alternative to

the PMem ssions limt, and not an additional MACT fl oor
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requirement.

We devel oped a distribution of the PM em ssions for
each em ssions source based on the actual performance of
the unit identified as the 6th percentile unit and the
same 0.4 relative standard deviation used to determ ne
the MACT floor performance limts. A separate
di stribution based on the available nmetal HAP em ssions
data was devel oped to characterize the total netal HAP
content of the emtted PM Using Monte Carl o techniques,
5,000 random zations were generated for each of these
di stributions and the projected netal HAP em ssions were
cal cul ated for each of the 5,000 random zations. This is
a commpn statistical approach for establishing a
distribution for a paraneter that is dependent on
mul tiple, variable paraneters.

As with the MACT fl oor determ nation of PM em ssions
performance, we selected the 99th percentile nmetal HAP
concentrations determ ned fromthese distributions.

These netal HAP emi ssions |imts were equivalent to
approxi mately 8 percent of the 99th percentile PM
emssions limt (i.e., the MACT floor PMem ssions limt)
for each of the em ssions sources. That is, this

anal ysis indicated that the total metal HAP em ssions
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l[imt that is equivalent to the MACT floor PM em ssions
l[imt can be calculated by multiplying the PM em ssions
l[imt by 0.08 (i.e., assuming the PMis 8 percent netal
HAP). The final nmetal HAP em ssions limts were rounded
to one significant digit in keeping with the relative
accuracy of the assessnent.

As the identification of the unit that represents
the MACT floor is solely dependent on the PM em ssions
performance, these nmetal HAP em ssions |imts do not
represent a separate MACT floor that nust be net at al
em ssions sources, but rather an alternative em ssions
limt that is equivalent to the MACT floor PM em ssions
l[imt. The alternative nmetal HAP em ssions limts
provi de foundry operators with nmore flexibility in
meeting the metal HAP emissions limts (for exanple, by
adopting a scrap programthat is nore stringent than the
MACT requirenment, in conjunction with PM em ssions
controls to further reduce nmetal HAP em ssions). This
alternative also avoids, in some cases, the need for
replacing well-perform ng venturi wet scrubbers with high
efficiency baghouses to achieve a required PM em ssions
reducti on when ot her measures m ght be used to achieve

the desired netal HAP em ssions reduction. The
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alternative also accommpdates facilities that may have
di sproportionate PM em ssions but | ow HAP em ssions, as
in the case for dry scrubbers used to control sulfur

di oxi de.

Coment: More than twenty industry commenters
opposed the proposed carbon nonoxide (CO em ssions limt
for cupolas (200 ppmv). Several of these comenters
stated that CO data from CEMS and CO nonitors show t hat
the limt cannot be achieved. They explained that the
cupol a operation is a dynam c process that is affected by
changes in the nelt rate and iron chem stry, which
requires the CO conbustor to adjust and seek a new
equi librium CO concentrations are highly variable even
in the best afterburner systens. The material being
mel t ed, coke sources, and seasonal adjustnents also
affect CO em ssions. One vendor stated that his conpany
coul d not guarantee equi pnent that can neet the 200 ppnv
CO emissions |limt. The commenters al so suggested that
the COlimt is based on the Illinois em ssions standard,
whi ch was found to be inmproperly derived and never
enf or ced.

Five comenters stated that EPA failed to provide

sufficient data that maintaining a CO concentration of
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200 ppmv is an effective surrogate for organic HAP
destruction, while two commenters supported the use of CO
as a surrogate for HAP. One commenter asked why VOC was
not used as the surrogate for organic HAP em ssions from
t he cupol as.

Response: The proposed CO em ssions limt was based
upon the em ssions source test data for CO em ssions from
cupolas; it was not based upon the Illinois CO em ssions
limt. Two of the CO em ssions tests used to devel op the
200 ppm CO emi ssions limt were fromfoundries |ocated in
New Jersey, where CO CEMS are required. Therefore, EPA
requested CO CEMS em ssions data fromthese foundries to
verify the performance of these systens and to better
understand the variability associated with the process.
Data were received fromone of these foundries which
supported the assertion that the 200 ppmv limt did not
adequately accommdate the variability in the process
operations and control device performance. Additionally,
em ssions test data were also received froma cupol a-
aft erburner system that neasured CO and VOC (m nus
met hane) em ssions concurrently. For the individual runs
of this test, the average outlet CO concentrations were

701, 1470, and 849 ppmv, while the average VOC em ssions
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were 3.4, 4.2 and 5.1 ppnv as propane. This |limted data
supports the industry commenters’ assertion that organic
HAP em ssions (as indicated by VOC em ssions) are not
wel |l correlated, although there is a limted range of CO
and VOC em ssions considered in this single em ssions
test.

As discussed in the preanble to the proposed rul e,
CO is an indicator of good (conplete) conbustion, but, at
some | ower |evel of CO further reductions in CO
concentrations do not necessarily result in further
reductions of organic HAP. That is, we recognize that CO
is not a perfect surrogate for organic HAP em ssions from
t he best-performng units, but it is a surrogate for
whi ch em ssions data were avail abl e and one that provides
a reasonabl e indication of adequate conbustion
characteristics. However, based on the coments and the
additi onal data received, we agree that we do not have
sufficient data to support the establishnent of a
specific CO concentration limt as a surrogate for the
organi ¢ HAP eni ssions performance of a cupol a afterburner
system

We reviewed the submtted data and other data in the

docket for VOC and organic HAP for the best-controlled
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cupol as (those using afterburners). These data are too
limted to identify the | evel of performance of the best-
perform ng units or to establish a specific organic HAP
or VOC em ssions limt. Therefore, we rely on our
experience with the performance of thermal destruction
systens such as these afterburners. This experience
clearly indicates that these units should be able to neet
a 98 percent destruction efficiency or an outl et
concentration of 20 ppnv (as the chem cal emtted),
whi chever is less stringent. However, due to safety
i ssues associated with typical equipnent configurations,
sanpling between the cupola chanber and the afterburner
is inpracticable and unsafe. Therefore, we provide only
the 20 ppnv exhaust concentration alternative. The
limted avail abl e data on organic HAP em ssions from
cupol a afterburners suggest that the 20 ppnv eni ssions
limt is achievable and reflects the | evel of performance
of the best controlled units, and that the 98 percent
reduction alternative is not needed for this application.

Furthernore, we establish this em ssions limt as
the sumof all volatile organic HAP (or VOHAP) entted,
thereby elimnating the need to select a surrogate.

However to provide flexibility in conducting the
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performance tests, we are providing conpliance
alternatives to allow for denonstration of conpliance
using test methods to neasure TGNMO or TOC concentrations
(in ppnv as hexane). These test nethod alternatives wll
measure both HAP and non- HAP conpounds, and w ||,
therefore, ensure that a unit is neeting an em ssions
| evel as stringent or nore stringent than the VOHAP
em ssions limt. However, these test nmethods are cheaper
and easier to perform and therefore, these options may
be desirable for some sources. Hexane was selected for
the concentration equival ency because the primry HAP
expected to be emtted are C6 hydrocarbons or higher
(e.g., benzene, toluene, and xyl enes).

Comrent: While one commenter supported the proposed
rule requirenent for direct neasurenment of CO em ssions
from cupol as using a CEMS, many industry comenters were
opposed. They argued that the final rule should include
an operating limt for the afterburner tenperature
measured by a CPMS. According to the commenters, a CO
CEMS is not technically feasible or reliable because of
the harsh conditions of the gas stream and it is costly
whi |l e achieving m ni mal benefit.

Response: We have deleted the requirenent for a CO
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CEMS fromthe final rule because the COlimt has been
replaced by a limt for VOHAP em ssions. The
autoignition tenperature of the organic HAP present in
t he cupol a exhaust stream (primarily benzene, tol uene,
and xylenes) is lower than the autoignition tenperature
of CO, which is 1,300 °F. Therefore, an adequately
desi gned afterburner operating at a mnimum of 1,300 °F
will effectively ensure conbustion of the organic HAP
Once a performance test indicates that the cupol a
afterburner is sufficiently engineered (in terns of
excess air flow, residence tinme and m xing) to achieve
the required VOHAP enmi ssions limt, then continuous
moni t ori ng of conbustion zone tenperature will provide
adequat e assurance of continuous conpliance. Therefore,
we require foundry operators to install and operate a
CPMS for conbustion zone tenperature, and we require that
the 15-m nute average conmbustion zone tenperature nust
not fall below 1,300 °F. Periods when the cupola is off
bl ast and for 15 m nutes after going on blast froman off
bl ast condition are not included in the 15-m nute
aver age.

Comrent: Several industry comenters objected to

t he proposed VOC em ssions Iimt for scrap preheaters (20
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ppnmv as propane or 98 percent reduction). The comenters
contended that the VOC Iimt based on afterburning
t echnol ogy does not neet the requirenents for determ ning
the MACT fl oor because only 4 or 5 of 169 preheaters
nati onw de (3 percent) currently use afterburners. The
commenters stated that there is no basis for the proposed
limt, there are no data indicating the presence of
organic HAP in preheater em ssions, and inprovenents in
direct flanme preheaters have nmade the afterburners an
out dated technol ogy. Commenters also stated the existing
units cannot achieve 20 ppnv because of process
variability and the likely presence of unconbusted
met hane from the preheater, which can contribute
significantly to the VOC concentration, especially when
measured as propane.

Response: Based on the information avail able at the
time the proposed rule was devel oped, it appeared that
nore than 6 percent of the scrap preheaters were
controlled by afterburners. However, we have confirned
that, as the commenters suggested, one foundry that had
reported using afterburners had subsequently upgraded
their material handling systemand installed direct flame

preheater systenms. Wth this change, the nedian of the
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top 12 percent of units is no longer a unit using an
afterburner, but a unit using a direct flanme preheater.

There are two basic types of preheater designs:
direct flame contact preheaters and hot gas flow
preheaters. Direct flanme contact preheaters primrily
use gas-fired burners where the flanme inpinges on the
scrap. The primary heating nechanismfor direct flanme
contact preheaters is the burner flanmes contacting the
scrap. Hot gas flow preheaters may use gas-fired burners
or electricity to heat air and the hot air (and
conmbusti on gases fromthe burner, if applicable) is used
to preheat the scrap. |In hot gas flow preheaters, the
scrap is not heated by direct contact with a high
tenperature flame. Preheaters are used primarily to
renove water and organic contam nants that could cause
expl osi ons or other hazards when the scrap is nelted in
i nduction furnaces. Although both types of preheaters
are effective for this purpose, the different preheater
desi gns have different HAP em ssions potential s.

For preheaters generally, we require a scrap
sel ection and inspection programto limt, to the extent
practicabl e, the anmount of organic HAP precursors (i.e.,

oils and other organic liquids) entering a scrap
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preheater, and we are establishing a work practice
standard to require either preheaters with direct flame
contact or application of an afterburner. Because the
scrap selection and inspection program cannot conmpletely
excl ude the potential presence of tranp organic
mat erials, scrap preheaters are a potential source of
organi ¢ HAP em ssions. Furthernore, we could not
identify specific scrap selection and inspection prograns
for these types of scrap materials that would be nore
effective than those proposed. Therefore, the primary
vari able affecting the organic HAP em ssions from scrap
preheaters is the preheater design. Additionally, it is
not feasible to capture and convey em ssions from all
preheaters at existing foundries because of certain
desi gn and operational constraints, such as preheaters
with noving grates, interferences with overhead noving
cranes, and | ack of space. However, preheaters at new
foundries can be designed to capture and convey em ssions
prior to construction.

Based on an engi neering assessnment of the scrap
preheater designs and control systenms, units that operate
with an external conbustion system (afterburner) are

expected to be the best perform ng for organic HAP
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em ssions. The next nost effective control is the use of
direct flame contact preheaters, which have | ower organic
HAP em ssions than hot gas flow (indirect heating)
preheat ers because organic contam nants in the scrap are
thermal |y destroyed by direct contact with the preheater
flane. We ranked scrap preheater systenms according to
their projected organic HAP destruction efficiency based
on the heating nmethods that are used. Fromthis
analysis, we identified the MACT floor unit as one that
uses natural gas, direct flane, scrap preheating (used at
wel | over 12 percent of existing sources). The direct
flame contact provides efficient destruction of organic
HAP, and organic HAP control is inproved when conbi ned
with the requirenents of the scrap sel ection and

i nspection program Moreover, many of the direct flanme
contact preheaters use an open burner design where the
burners are directed onto the scrap, even when the
preheater uses a noving grate systemwhere it is not
feasible to collect the em ssions through a conveyance.
Therefore, we believe a work practice standard is
appropriate, and we are requiring foundry owners and
operators to use direct flame contact preheaters.

However, we are allowing foundries to use a properly
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desi gned and operated afterburner as a conpliance option
for the preheater MACT standard because an afterburner on
either a direct flame or indirect flame preheater wll
result in better control of organic em ssions than the
use of direct flanme preheating alone. This option is
reflected by an alternative standard of 20 ppnv VOHAP.
Furthernore, we also conclude that afterburners are not a
cost-effective “beyond-the-floor” technol ogy for existing
preheaters based both on the costs associated with
redesi gning the burner configuration to allow capture and
control of the em ssions and the small anount of
addi ti onal em ssions reductions achieved by the
addi ti onal afterburner control.

The MACT fl oor for scrap preheaters at new sources,
however, is still based on an afterburner control system
As di scussed when considering the performance limts for
cupol a afterburners, we believe that a 20 ppnv em ssi ons
limts is still appropriate, but that the 20 ppmv Iimt
shoul d be based on specific VOHAP and shoul d not
necessarily include unconbusted methane em ssi ons.

We have acknow edged that all foundries cannot
conpletely elimnate organic contam nants fromtheir

scrap. However, sone foundries use only scrap that can



57
be certified to be free of the organic contam nants. In
the final rule, we distinguish two general grades of
scrap in the scrap selection and inspection program
Under a certification program foundries can certify that
t hey use only certified-nmetal ingots, pig iron and
simlar material that do not contain organic
contam nants. Foundries that use scrap w thout organic
contam nants will not generate organic HAP em ssions from
their scrap, regardless of the type of preheater used.
Most foundries that use this type of material are smal
production foundries, and nost of these are not mmjor
sources of HAP em ssions. However, this may be a
potentially viable alternative for sonme major source
foundries as well. Therefore, we provide a conpliance
option for scrap preheaters that charge only clean scrap
as described by the certification alternative in the
scrap selection and inspection program The conpliance
option for scrap preheaters that charge cl ean scrap at
new and existing iron and steel foundries is the work
practice of charging only material that has been
certified to conmply with the scrap certification
alternative in the scrap selection and inspection

program
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I n summary, based on coments received and changes
in the control configurations used at the top 12 percent
of scrap preheaters, we revised the organi c HAP MACT
floor for scrap preheaters. The MACT floor for scrap
preheaters at existing sources is the work practice of
using a gas-fired preheater in which the gas flanme
directly contacts the scrap. Alternatively, scrap
preheaters at existing sources can neet a 20 ppmv VOHAP
emssions limt (with alternatives of nmeasuring TGNMO or
TOC as hexane as a surrogate for VOHAP). MACT for scrap
preheaters at new iron and steel foundries is the 20 ppnv
VOHAP em ssions |imt. Also, we provide an alternative
conpliance option for preheaters at new and exi sting
foundries that charge only clean scrap as described in
the certification alternative of the scrap selection and
i nspection program In this case, owners or operators
need only certify that their preheater heats only scrap
as described in the scrap certification alternative.

Comment: Several commenters opposed the requirenment
for direct measurenment of VOC em ssions from scrap
preheaters and pouring, cooling, and shakeout (PCS)
lines. The comenters believed that CEMS are not

practical for scrap preheaters or justifiable
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(technically or economcally) for PCS |ines. Sone
commenters noted that VOC nmeasurenments for scrap
preheaters and PCS |ines would be nore accurate with
calibration by xylene or toluene rather than propane.
One commenter explained that nost HAP emtted from
foundries have six carbons or nore. Therefore, the VOC
measur enent should be calibrated with tol uene or xylene
as these would provide a better neasure of VOC em ssions
t han propane.

Response: The point concerning the
representati veness of propane to characterize the HAP
em ssions is well-taken. Even though a w de variety of
HAP are expected to be emtted fromthese sources, an
anal ysis of the avail able VOHAP em ssions data indicate
that the average carbon nunber for the VOC emtted from
t hese operations is six. Additionally, the historical
docunments where EPA has established the 20 ppm VOC
em ssions limt indicates that it was established by
conmpound exit concentration rather than by a specified
i ndi cat or of VOC, such as propane. Therefore, based on
the available data and a review of the basis for VOC
measur enents, we have adjusted the organic HAP em ssions

limts to either nmeasure VOHAP concentrations directly or
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to neasure TOC using hexane as the calibration gas (i.e.,
measure VOC outl et concentrations as hexane or C6
equi val ents) as a surrogate for VOHAP. These organi c HAP
em ssions limts now apply to cupolas (at new and
exi sting foundries), scrap preheaters (at new foundries
and as an alternative at existing foundries), and
aut omat ed conveyor and pallet cooling Iines and automated
shakeout |ines that use sand nold systens (at new
foundries).

Al t hough a VOC CEMS is technically feasible for
t hese applications, especially for new foundries, a
review of the relative costs associated with these
moni toring requirenents conpared to the control equi pnent
costs to achieve the em ssions limts does not appear to
justify the requirenent to install and operate VOC CEMS
for cupola afterburners or scrap preheaters.
Furthernmore, for cupolas and scrap preheaters which use
t hermal destruction, the combustion zone (or flane)
tenperature provides an excellent indicator of on-going
control device performance. Therefore, alternative
conti nuous paranmeter nonitoring requirenments for these
em ssions sources can be used that will ensure continuous

conpliance with the em ssions |imt w thout undue
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addi tional costs. No alternative continuous paraneter
nmonitoring requirement could be identified for the
cooling and shakeout operations. As the organic HAP
em ssions limts only apply to autonated conveyor and
pall et cooling lines and aut omated shakeout |ines that
use a sand nold systemat a new iron and steel foundry,
we mai ntained the VOC CEMS requirenent for these
enm ssions sources. W provide options to either neet the
20 ppmv VOHAP |imt directly using the VOC CEMS
(neasuring total hydrocarbons as hexane) or to devel op an
equi val ent site-specific VOC CEMS em ssions |imt based
on the results of the VOHAP en ssions measured during the
performance test. The VOC CEMS actually nmeasures total
hydr ocar bons, which includes non-HAP conpounds. As a
result, using a VOC CEMS to directly neasure total
hydrocarbons may be nore stringent than the site-specific
VOC Iimt correlated to measured VOHAP em ssions.

We al so included procedures in the final rule that
will allow other nonitoring nmethods to denonstrate
conpliance with the VOHAP em ssions |limt. For exanple,
if you use a carbon adsorption systemto control organic
HAP eni ssi ons, appropriate nonitoring paranmeters nay

i ncl ude carbon breakt hrough by replacing the carbon at
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specified frequencies. Oher conpliance nmethods, such a
pol luti on prevention (P2) techniques, also may be used to
meet the VOHAP em ssions |imt. |If you use P2
t echni ques, appropriate nmonitoring methods may include
measuring loss on ignition or recording the type of
bi nder formul ati on used, total chem cal usage rate,
and/ or chem cal usage rate per volunme of sand. |If
t hrough P2 nmeasures you can elimnate all HAP em ssions
fromthe em ssions source or you can denonstrate
conti nued HAP em ssions reductions equal to or better
t han the MACT | evel of control, you may be eligible for a
P2 conpliance alternative under anmendnents to the NESHAP
General Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A). These
amendnments were proposed on May 15, 2003 (68 FR 26249).

The procedures in the final rule require that you
submt a nmonitoring plan that includes a description of
the control technique (or P2 neasures), a description of
t he continuous nonitoring system or nethod (including
appropri ate operating paraneters to be nonitored), test
results denonstrating conpliance with the em ssions
l[imt, operating limt(s) if applicable determ ned
according to the test results, and the frequency of

measuring and recording to establish continuous
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conpliance. |If applicable, you also nust include
operation and mai nt enance requirenments for the
monitor(s).

Pouring, Cooling, and Shakeout

Comment: Several commenters requested that we
clarify the applicability of the em ssions linmts with
regard to “pouring areas” and “shakeout.” In general,
| arge area casting producers requested that we renove
reference in the definition of “pouring area” to
mai ntaining the molds in a stationary position through
cooling. One comenter requested that the definition for
“shakeout” be revised to indicate that it is a nechani cal
operation, typically autonmated, and does not include
manual operations that dismantle or separate castings
fromnolds as seen in pouring areas. The change is
needed because ot herwi se such manual operations may be
subject to the requirenents for new |lines; however, it is
i nfeasible to capture and control these operations,
especially when they involve | arge castings in a pouring
ar ea.

Ot her commenters pointed out that centrifugal and
per manent nol ds have very | ow organic content conpared to

sand mol ds. The commenters recommended that these
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systens be subcategorized and stated that the MACT fl oor
for pouring, cooling, and shakeout for these operations
at new sources woul d be no control.

Response: We agree with sone of the comenters
suggestions for clarifying definitions. W exam ned the
data and found that no cooling |lines associated with
floor or pit nmolding operations are currently controll ed
for organic HAP em ssions. O the three cooling |ines
t hat have end-of-pipe controls, two are automated
conveyor lines and one is a pallet line. One of the
foundries that has a carbon adsorption unit perfornms both
pal l et and fl oor nolding; however, only the pallet
cooling line is controlled.

Based on this information and in response to
comments, we renoved the proposed rule definition of
“pouring, cooling, and shakeout |ine” and adjusted the
proposed rule definition of “pouring area” to clarify
that it includes floor and pit nolding processes. In
addition, the nolds in a pouring area do not have to
remain stationary for the duration of nmold cooling. W
al so adjusted the proposed definition of “pouring
station” to clarify that it means the fixed |ocation to

whi ch nol ds are brought by an aut onated conveyor or
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pall et nolding line. W added a definition for
“aut omat ed conveyor and pallet cooling line” (i.e.,
cooling lines associated with pouring stations) and
“floor and pit cooling operation” (i.e., a cooling
operation associated with a pouring area). W also
renoved the proposed rule definition of “shakeout” and
added a definition for “automated shakeout |ine” that
di stingui shes automated shakeout operations from manua
knockout operations. The purpose of these revisions is
to clarify that the 20 ppnv VOHAP limt for a new iron
and steel foundry applies only to automated conveyor and
pallet cooling lines and to automated shakeout |ines.

As discussed in the BID for the final standards,
per manent and centrifugal nolds have significantly | ower
organi ¢ HAP em ssions than green sand nolds. Qur re-
eval uati on of new source MACT for organic HAP
denonstrates the need for a subcategorization of
per manent and centrifugal nolds for cooling and shakeout.
For this reason, we also adjusted the VOHAP |Iimt for new
foundries to apply only to lines (automated conveyor and
pall et cooling lines and automated shakeout |ines) that
use a sand nold system

Capture Systens
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Comment: Several commenters stated that the
requi rement of a mininmumface velocity of 200 feet per
m nute (ft/mn) has no underlying MACT fl oor basis and
that it does not account for variability. Numerous
commenters stated that a bl anket requirenent of 200
ft/mnis not universally applicable and it is not
consi stent with good engi neering design. O her
commenters stated that the capture requirenents creates a
safety hazard, increases energy requirenents (for
bui | di ng heating and air conditioning), and creates
defects in the castings (especially during pouring).

Several comenters noted that indoor air quality is
regul ated by other agencies and stated that when a
process is operated in a manner that limts worker
exposure (e.g., so as to conply with standards
establi shed by the Occupational Safety and Health
Adm ni stration), then there is no basis for requiring
stricter capture and ventilation standards. Another
comment er noted that adjustnents to individual fans for
wor kers, which were installed for worker confort, can
change air flow in the surrounding area and i npact face
velocity, making it difficult to maintain conpliance with

t he standard. Consequently, the requirenent to naintain
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a mni mum of 200 ft/mn face velocity would require much
hi gher design and operating face velocities in order to
ensure conti nuous conpliance, increasing energy
consunption with no denonstrabl e environnmental benefit.

A few commenters stated that it was technically
infeasible to install close capture hoods on their
i nducti on furnaces, pouring stations, or pouring areas
due to process configurations and accessibility
limtations. The only option would be to evacuate the
entire building at huge costs and energy requirements for
very limted HAP em ssions reduction.

One commenter noted that their foundry has reduced
VOC and HAP em ssions by judicious reductions in capture
and collection, and that the prescriptive ventilation
requi rement woul d reduce operator flexibility and may
i ncrease HAP em ssions. Another commenter noted that
t hey had received a patent for controllers that limt air
ventilation at tinmes of |ower em ssions, which saves
heati ng and energy costs without inpairing air quality.

Most of the comrenters recomrended that the final
rule require that existing capture systens be operated
consi stent with good engi neering practices and consi stent

with the facility’ s operation and mai ntenance plan. Two
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commenters recomended requiring a best engineering
desi gn based on the “Industrial Ventilation Manual of
Recomended Practice.”

Response: Due to the comrents received regarding
the capture systemrequirenents, we have decided to
elimnate the 200 ft/mn capture velocity requirenent.
In the final rule, we require that capture systens be
desi gned and operated according to accepted engi neering
practices, such as the “Industrial Ventilation Manual of
Recommended Practice.” Periodic inspection, maintenance,
and conti nuous paranetric nonitoring are required to
ensure they are properly operated and maintai ned on a
continui ng basis.

Addi tionally, we agree that there are process
configurations and designs for which capture is
i nfeasi ble, inpractical, and ineffective. For exanple,
capture systens at sone iron and steel foundries would
interfere with the nmovenent of overhead cranes used to
move | arge nolds. Sone pouring areas cover severa
t housand square feet, which makes capture inpractical
because of the enornpus evacuation rate that woul d be
needed. Physical constraints and space |imtations, such

i nadequat e cl earance between equi pnment and structural



69
col ums, also pose problens for installing capture
systens. For operations that cannot feasibly be
captured, the em ssions fromthe operation are rel eased
into the interior of foundry buildings and may be emtted
as fugitive em ssions through roof vents, doors, and
ot her openings. W specifically require control of such
fugitive em ssions as descri bed above.

Opacity Limt

Comment: Several commenters reconmended that
fugitive em ssions from m scel |l aneous sources not be
i ncl uded because the control of these em ssions would be
costly and will not contribute to a significant reduction
in HAP em ssions. These commenters do not believe an
opacity limt for fugitive em ssions is necessary or
appropriate. One comenter noted that an opacity limt
of 5 percent would be beyond the MACT floor. The
commenter stated that they have two plants regul ated
under a single permt that included a 5 percent opacity
limt as a condition to proposed nodifications.
Modi fi cati ons have been conpleted to one of the plants to
meet this |limt and nodifications are planned at the
ot her plant (at an investnent of $3 to $11 mllion) to

enable themto neet the permt limt by Decenber 2004.



70

On the other hand, two comenters stated that EPA
needs to set a limt for fugitive em ssions and al so
devel op work practices to control fugitive em ssions.
One of the commenters submtted a summary of dust
anal ysis results surrounding a steel foundry indicated
el evated | evel s of several HAP, including chron um
(total), |ead, manganese, and nickel, near the foundry.
The comrent er suggested that these el evated nmetal HAP
em ssions are due largely to uncontrolled fugitive
em ssions fromthe foundry.

Response: The CAA directs EPA to establish
st andards under section 112(d) to reduce em ssions of HAP
from stationary sources, and expressly includes fugitive
em ssions. Qur data indicate that there are significant
sources of fugitive HAP em ssions at iron and steel
foundries. Fugitive HAP em ssions fromiron and st eel
foundries include un-captured netal fumes from netal
mel ting and pouring operations. The avail able em ssions
data clearly denonstrates that nmetal fumes fromthese
sources contain netal HAP including nmanganese, |ead, and
ot her heavy nmetals. Additionally, comenters have
subm tted data regarding the el evated HAP content in dust

surroundi ng one foundry, and suggested that fugitive
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em ssions may have contributed to these high HAP
concentrations. In general, it is clear that fugitive
em ssions contribute to the overall HAP em ssions from
foundry operations. Moreover, such fugitive em ssions
are often subject to emssion |[imtations.

Qur evaluation indicates that these fugitive
em ssi ons have been effectively regul ated by establishing
opacity limts. W exam ned State regulations for
fugitive em ssions and found that alnost all States apply
an opacity limt for the buildings that house the process
equi pnent. We ranked the regul ati ons and chose the nost
stringent (Mchigan’s limt of 20 percent with one
exception per hour up to 27 percent) because at | east 6
percent of the foundries are subject to this limt. This
opacity limt represents the MACT floor for existing
sources and is the primary standard for fugitive
em ssi ons.

This opacity limt is indicative of the achievable
performance of these foundries under the nost adverse
circunstances that can reasonably be expected to recur.
Based on observations of visual em ssions at a nunber of
iron and steel foundries, this opacity limt can be

achi eved at well controlled foundries. Furt hernopre, we
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know of no facility that is currently subject to, and
able to neet, a nore stringent opacity limt. One
comment er appears to be in the process of trying to neet
a 5 percent opacity, but the overall regulated facility
(which consists of two plants) has yet to be able to neet
this Ilimt, and as such, we do not consider the 5 percent
opacity limt achieved. Therefore, we conclude that the
MACT fl oor for fugitive em ssions from new sources is the
sanme as for existing sources (20 percent opacity except
for one 6-m nute average per hour not to exceed 27
percent) because this is the em ssions l[imt required of
the best performng facility, and we believe this
emssions limt is indicative of the actual em ssions
limtations achieved by these facilities under the nost
adverse circunstances that can reasonably be expected to
recur. The opacity limt applies specifically to
fugitive em ssions fromthe foundry buildings, and
fugitive em ssions are defined as all releases to the
at nosphere that are not discharged through a conveyance.

Mol d and Core Maki ng

Coment: Several industry representatives conmented
that the scrubbers evaluated for MACT appeared to be

operating with fresh acid solution with a pH bel ow 2.
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However, contractors who recycle used TEA will not accept
material with a pH less than 2. One commenter felt that
recyclers would not accept the scrubber solutions because
of the low pH that would result fromthe 1 ppnv em ssions
limt. Comenters also questioned the technical validity
of the 1 ppnv em ssions |[imt, especially for systens
with high inlet TEA concentrations. The commenters
recommended that we adjust the proposed operating limt
for wet acid scrubbers to require operating within

manuf acturer’s specifications, maintaining the pH at 4.5
or |l ess, and assess performance in ternms of percent
renoval as specified by the manufacturer.

Response: The commenters’ point regarding the test
data being representative of TEA scrubber performnce
with fresh acid solution is well-founded. All of the
avai | abl e TEA scrubber perfornmance data was generated
fromtests that used fresh acid solution (pH of 2 or
| ess). Discussions with control equipnent vendors
i ndi cate that the scrubbers are designed to operate at a
scrubbing solution pH of 4.5 or lower. Discussions with
foundry operators, as well as the public coments
received, indicate that these foundries replace the

scrubbi ng sol ution when the pH reaches either 4.5 or 5,
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dependi ng on the foundry. As recycling of the TEA in the
scrubbing solution is environnentally beneficial, we do
not want to preclude the recycling of TEA by establishing
a very low pH operating limt during the perfornmance
test. Also, because the performance limts were derived
fromtest data of systems with fresh acid solution, it is
not necessarily appropriate to require foundries to neet
an em ssions |limt with spent acid solution (i.e., a pH
nearing 4.5) when the data used to establish the
performance |limt of the scrubbers were all based on
performance with fresh acid solution (i.e., a pH of 2 or
less). Fromthe information collected regarding the
operation of these systens, at |east 12 percent of the
units replace the scrubbing solution at a pH of 4.5 or
|l ess (rather than at a pH of 5 or less). No units were
identified that replaced the scrubbing solution at a pH
of 4.0 or less. Therefore, replacing the scrubber
solution at a pH of 4.5 or less is representative of MACT
fl oor operating conditions for these scrubbing systens at
new and existing iron and steel foundries.

The data used to establish the performnce of the
wet scrubber systens were also limted in that we have no

data for systenms with inlet TEA concentrations greater
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t han 250 ppnv. Based on comments received from both
foundry and TEA scrubber vendor representatives, the TEA
systens are designed to achieve a percent renoval of TEA
and that the 1 ppmv Iimt is not achievable for systens
with inlet TEA concentrations in the 1,000 ppnv range or
hi gher. We believe that these are valid concerns and
t hat a percent reduction alternative is warranted for
systenms with high TEA concentrations. After review ng
t he source test data and the operating paraneters
associated with the TEA scrubber at the best-performng
sources, we concluded that the MACT fl oor performance of
the TEA scrubbers is correctly defined as a 99 percent or
nore TEA renpval efficiency or an outlet TEA
concentration of 1 ppnmv or |less, as determ ned when the
systemis operated with fresh scrubbing nmedia. These
em ssions limts are consistent with the avail able data
that establish the MACT floor level of control, and the
operating limts are consistent with the operation of the
best- perform ng TEA acid scrubbers.

For these reasons, we adjusted the proposed
emssions limt to require the owner or operator to
reduce TEA emi ssions froma TEA cold box nold or core

maki ng line at a new or existing foundry by at |east 99
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percent or to a level that does not exceed 1 ppmv, as
det erm ned when scrubbing with fresh acid solution. W
al so adjusted the proposed operating limt to require
that the 3-hour average pH of the scrubber blowdown not
exceed 4.5. W al so added conpliance provisions to
i npl ement these new requirements. Plants nust conduct an
initial performance test to establish that the TEA
scrubber is correctly designed to neet the required
emssions limt and to establish the m ninmumflow rate of
scrubbi ng nedi a that nust be nmaintained. Continuous
conpliance is established by maintaining the scrubber
media flow rate at or above the limt established during
t he performance test and nmaintaining the pH of the
scrubbi ng nmedia at or below a pH of 4.5.

C. Wiy did we revise the proposed work practice

st andar ds?

Scrap Sel ection and | nspecti on

Comment: We received about 20 comments from
foundries and recyclers on the proposed work practice
standards. Most believed that the requirenents are
unnecessary because the em ssions |imts for organic HAP
already require capture and control. They stated that

cupol as are both designed for and capabl e of handling
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sone of the restricted material, such as oily scrap, and
a cupola is the nost environmentally acceptabl e process
in which to recycle these materi al s.

Response: W proposed a single scrap selection and
i nspection requirenent regardless of the type of nelting
furnace used. Upon consideration of the public comrents
and data submtted regarding used oil filter recycling,
we agree that a cupola, properly controlled with an
afterburner, provides a safe and environnentally
beneficial nmeans of recycling oily scrap. That is, our
test data and engi neering anal yses indicate that the
afterburner will destroy organi c conpounds resulting from
the nelting of oily scrap. Therefore, we have included a
specific provision that allows oily scrap in cupolas as
long as it is drained of free |liquids and an afterburner
is used that neets specific design and operating
requi renments to ensure destruction of organic conpounds.

Comment: Several commenters recommended that we
i nclude additional specifications or a requirenment to
ensure that no nmercury switches are included in the
scrap. These requirenents are needed to reduce nmercury
em ssions fromthe furnaces. These comenters provided

information on progranms to renove nercury switches from
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autonmobil e scrap and the potential reductions in nmercury
enm ssions when this scrap is nelted. O her commenters
stated that restrictions on HAP nmetals in scrap were
unnecessary because the nelting furnaces have PM controls
and are subject to emssions limts for PM

Response: Although there are provisions for netal
HAP em ssions control for all furnace types, nmercury is
not well-controlled by these control systens because of
its volatility. W agree with the comenters that
renmoving nercury switches from autonobile scrap is the
best technique to reduce nercury em ssions fromnmelting
furnaces. We researched prograns currently in place for
the renmoval of mercury switches. W found that there are
sone mandatory and voluntary prograns that are being
i npl enented by the States to renove nercury switches from
end of life vehicles. However, we could not confirmthat
the renmoval of nmercury switches would be part of the
floor of a scrap inspection programfor iron and steel
foundri es because some prograns were voluntary and others
af fected scrap recyclers rather than foundries. W
eval uated the costs and em ssions reductions of mercury
switch renmoval and found that the renoval of nercury

sw tches associated with convenience |ighting was cost
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effective. The switches are readily accessible, and for
aut onobi | es manufactured in 2001 and earlier, they
account for the vast majority of nmercury in autonobile
conponents. W estimte that such a program could

achi eve annual nmercury reductions of 2,800 pounds at an
annual cost of only $3.6 mllion. This evaluation
indicates that it is a reasonable and cost effective
beyond-the-fl oor alternative. Consequently, we

i ncorporated requirenents into the scrap inspection
programto address the renoval of nercury switches from
under hoods and trunks.

We al so considered the feasibility of the renoval of
the small amount of nmercury that may be used in flat
panel displays used in entertainment and navi gation
systens and in sone headl anps. These uses of nercury
conprise only 1 percent of that used in autonobiles
hi storically, such as convenience |ight switches. The
smal | anount of mercury, poor accessibility to the
mercury, and the costs of renoval indicated that renoval
of mercury fromthese small applications was not a cost
effective alternative for beyond the MACT fl oor.

There are several other efforts underway to reduce

t he use of nmercury switches in autonobiles and to renove
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themfromend of life vehicles. The U S. autonpbile

i ndustry has commtted to renoving nmercury conveni ence
lighting switches from new autonobiles. The Alliance of
Aut onpbi | e Manufacturers (a trade association of car and
light truck manufacturers) reports that the use of
mercury in autonobile conponents has been reduced to 1
percent of the |level used in the 2001 cal endar year.
Several States and EPA have initiated progranms, such as
| egislative efforts, pilot projects, and outreach
canpaigns to facilitate the renoval of mercury sw tches
from autonobil e scrap, which is particularly inportant
for vehicles manufactured in 2001 and earlier. These
efforts supplenent the scrap inspection programin the
final rule and will help to ensure continued reductions
in mercury em ssions in the future.

Several comenters al so expressed concerns that |ead
may not necessarily be well-controlled by these systens
dependi ng on the operating tenperatures of the control
system Al though the data for the two cupola contro
systens that we tested indicated excellent control of
| ead em ssions, experience with a variety of PM control
systens at other industries (but simlar types of

em ssions) indicate that | ead renmoval efficiency may be
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reduced at higher tenperatures. |In addition, many plants
already limt and inspect for |ead conponents, and many
such conponents are identifiable in scrap. Our analysis
of the practices currently used by iron and steel
foundries indicates that preventing or renoving
identifiable | ead conponents in scrap is part of the MACT
floor. Therefore, we have included requirenents
restricting | ead conponents in scrap. However, we have
elimnated restrictions for other nmetal conponents, such
as gal vani zed parts, both because it is difficult to

di stinguish these parts from other scrap netals and
because the netal HAP that m ght be rel eased during the
mel ting process are lowin volatility and are wel |l
controlled by PMcontrol devices over the range of
tenperatures that these devices operate.

Comment: Numerous comrenters recomrended that we
wite the final rule to include specifications with
restrictions on the ampunt of free |iquids, grease, oil,
and plastic parts; procedures to inspect a representative
nunber of scrap shipnments (e.g., 10 percent), and
procedures to ensure that oily turnings are properly
drai ned of free liquids. These commenters al so stated

that the requirement to performthe inspections at the
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best vantage point was nebul ous and makes conpli ance
difficult to ensure. One commenter requested that we
wite the final rule to exenpt any foundry fromthe scrap
i nspection and recordkeeping requirenments if they use
certified netal ingots that do not contain HAP.

Response: We reconsidered the practicality and, in
sonme cases, the vagueness of the proposed scrap
i nspection program These commenters have offered
several suggestions that will inprove the program and we
have witten the scrap selection and inspection
requi renments to incorporate many of these suggestions.
For example, we realize it is inpractical and al npost
i npossible to inspect all shipnments, so we require
i nspection of representative shipnents (but not |ess than
10 percent of the shipnents). The undefined best vantage
point for perform ng the inspections has been revised to
a reasonabl e vantage point. W also clarified that a
continuing scrap inspection programis not necessary for
t hose foundries that do not use scrap containing the HAP
generating contam nants if they meet conpliance
certification requirenents for their furnace charge
materials. These adjustnments and the resulting

requi renents are consistent with the practices at the
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best-controll ed foundries and are representative of the
MACT fl oor.

Comment: Several commenters requested that EPA
require foundries to inplenment the work practice
requirenents that will reduce nmercury em ssions (i.e.,
scrap selection and inspection program wthin 1 year of
the effective date. The commenters pointed out that nost
foundries already have these prograns in place and no
control equipnent is needed that mght require nore tine
to install. Inplenmenting these requirenments sooner would
result in greater reductions in mercury em Ssions
especially considering the phase out of nercury swtches
in new aut onobi | es.

Response: W agree with the commenters’ suggestions
and see no reason why foundries can not inplenment the
scrap selection and inspection programor certification
requi renments sooner. \While owners or operators of iron
and steel foundries are provided 3 years after the
effective date of the final rule to conply with other
requi renents, we are requiring that existing iron and
steel foundries conply with the scrap selection and
i nspection programin 863.7700(b) or the certification

requirenments in 863.7700(c) within 1 year of the
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effective date of the final rule.

Mol d and Core Maki ng

Comment: Several commenters opposed the proposed
requirenment to manually |ight off nolds because sone
mol ds do not produce gases that will support combustion,
and they would automatically ignite if they were
conbustible. It is not practical to inspect each nold
vent at high production foundries, and in sone cases,
hoods or enclosures nmake it inmpractical and unsafe to
manual |y ignite and inspect vents. Sone commenters
stated that the requirements are burdensone and uncl ear
with respect to how to denonstrate conpliance (e.g., how
qui ckly they nust be lit, how | ong nust they burn, and
does the requirenment depend on nold size and bi nder
type). Others stated that EPA has not denonstrated that
nmol d Iight off represents the MACT floor and presented no
data to show that HAP em ssions woul d be reduced.

Response: From our observati ons of foundry
operations, ignition of nold vents was a standard
operating procedure, although we recognize that ignition
of mold vent gasses generally occurs spontaneously. In
reviewi ng the public comments, it is evident that the

requi renments, as proposed, had several significant short-
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com ngs. For foundries with nold vents that are not
ignitable, there nust be a mechanismto docunent this
fact, they should not be required to try to manual ly
ignite every nold vent, and it should not be necessary to
keep records of which nold vents did not ignite. In
addition, we did not intend to endanger the safety of the
wor kers through this requirenent. Finally, we did not
intend to limt mold light off to only manual neans. The
use of natural gas pilot flames in automated cooling
lines to light off nmold vents is certainly acceptable;
consequently, we adjusted the requirenent to nmanually
ignite the gases.

There is no doubt that nold vent gases contain HAP
and that the ignition of the nold vent gases will reduce
the HAP em ssions that occur due to nold off-gassing.
Therefore, we have not elimnated requirenents for nold
vent |ight off, but we have significantly revised the
requirenments. The final rule incorporates the nmold vent
ignition requirenments into the O&M plan. The pl an nust
i nclude procedures for providing an ignition source to
mol d vents unl ess the owner or operator determ nes the
gases either are not ignitable, ignite automatically, or

cannot be ignited due to legitimte accessibility or
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safety reasons. Criteria are included for determ ning
ignitability. The final rule requires that foundries
docunment and maintain records of this determ nation.

Coati ng and Bi nder Fornul ati ons

Coment: We received one comment supporting the
proposed requi rement for non-HAP coating formnul ati ons.
We al so received many comrents from i ndustry
representatives opposing the total elimnation of HAP.
Most of these commenters asked us to all ow HAP conpounds
in small percentages in coatings when they are needed to
achi eve the physical and chem cal properties required by
the coating specifications. One commenter explained that
there is a small but specialized need for nethanol - based
coatings. The nethanol - based coatings are designed for
l'ight off in which the flammbl e conponents are consuned
so that mniml nmethanol is released to the environnment.
Met hanol used as a carrier in the coating could be
repl aced, but not nethanol used as an active ingredient
in the coating. While nethanol has been replaced in many
cases by water, nmethanol in small quantities is needed in
coatings as a biocide or surfactant. Several commenters
suggested that Material Safety Data Sheets be used to

sati sfy recordkeeping requirenments.
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Response: After considering the nunmerous comments
and the technical details associated with this issue, we
concl uded that we could not show that prohibiting
met hanol in this application would be a cost-effective
beyond-the-floor option. |In addition, we cannot show
that it is technically feasible in all cases, considering
t he specialized use of nethanol in some applications and
t he unknown effect on the quality of certain products
t hat nmust neet coating specifications. For these
reasons, we deleted the proposed requirenent for non-HAP
coating fornmulations fromthe final rule. Consistent
with our intent to have foundries consider the HAP
content and potential HAP em ssions fromtheir coating
formul ati ons, we are applying recordkeeping requirenments
to HAP used in coatings. These include requirenents to
record annual chem cal usage rates for each binder
system annual HAP specific usage rates for each binder
system and total HAP usage rate by the foundry. These
records will identify those systems with the hi ghest HAP
usage rates and make it easier for foundries to focus on
opportunities to reduce the HAP content.

Comment: Several commenters said the no nmethanol

requi renments placed on furan warm box binder systens
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shoul d be renoved because they were beyond the fl oor and
had not been justified. Also, there is no assurance that
bi nders wi t hout methanol can provide the quality of
castings that is needed. The comrenters expl ai ned that
the catal yst portion of the binder systemis water-based
in nmost current formulations, but the resin portion of
t he binder systemtypically contains up to 5 percent
met hanol as a stabilizer for the resin. Therefore, the
no net hanol requirenment for furan warm box systens shoul d
be clarified to limt the requirenment of no nmethanol only
to the catal yst and should allow up to 5 percent nethanol
in the resin material. One commenter recomended that
EPA defer all specific binder reformulation requirenents
until residual risk standards; this will allowtime to
conplete testing on low-emtting binder systenms. Another
comment er recomended that all specific binder
reformul ati on requi renments be del eted because they limt
greener alternatives from bei ng eval uat ed.

Response: The proposed no nethanol requirenment was
not based on a beyond-the-floor analysis; it was based on
the fact that over 40 percent of the nold and core making
| i nes using the furan warm box system (based on responses

to a detailed industry survey) had switched from a



89

met hanol - based catal yst. However, it appears that we

m scharacterized the extent to which nethanol can be
elimnated fromthe furan warm box system The survey
responses used to establish the MACT fl oor specifically

i ndi cated that the conversion was perforned only for the
catal yst portion of the binder system The comments we
received verify that conversion to a no-nethanol or

wat er - based catalyst is technically feasible. Therefore,
we revised the requirenment for furan warm box bi nder
systens to indicate that foundries nust use a furan warm
box catal yst that does not include nethanol as a specific
ingredient as listed in the Material Data Safety Sheet.
We al so revised this provision to clarify that the

requi rement does not apply to the resin portion of the

bi nder system Methanol is allowed in the resin portion
of the binder system The final rule also requires
plants to maintain records of all catal yst binder
formul ati ons.

Comment: \While one commenter supported the proposed
requi renment for naphthal ene-depl eted solvents in binders
for phenolic urethane cold box or nobake nold or core
maki ng |ines, several comenters opposed the requirenent.

According to these commenters, EPA should delete the
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requi rement because it is beyond the floor and
unjustified. Three commenters stated that naphthal ene-
depl eted solvents may increase VOC em ssions and that EPA
had underestimated the cost. One commenter added that

t he proposed requirenent would be ineffective because
napht hal ene-depl et ed sol vents contai n other HAP. The
proposed requi rement nmay require expensive tooling
nodi fi cati ons and product testing if cores are changed,

and there is no assurance that binders w thout

napht hal ene will be capable of providing the quality of
castings that is needed, will work at all foundries, or
will be available for all nmajor source foundries. Sone

commenters recomended t hat EPA encourage environnentally

friendly resins using New Source Review Cl ean Technol ogy

concepts and have foundries report on the results.

Ot hers recommended requiring a study or deferring the

requi rement until the residual risk is eval uated.
Response: Based on a review of the comments and

upon further analysis, we determ ned that the requirenent

for napht hal ene-depl eted solvents is not warranted.

First, the naphthal ene-depl eted sol vent does not provide

the same characteristics as the traditional phenolic

ur et hane base sol vent and, therefore, may not achieve
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acceptable quality castings in all applications. Second,
we feel we underestinmated the cost of the required binder
system substitution by not considering the cost to
recertify the castings through a production parts
approval process. Third, we may have overesti mated the
ampunt of HAP em ssions reductions that are achi evabl e by
the use of the naphthal ene-depl eted solvent. Therefore,
we feel that we cannot require that all phenolic urethane
bi nder systens be converted to a napht hal ene-depl et ed
solvent. In addition, the requirenment to convert
solvents is not a cost-effective alternative;
consequently, we rejected the use of naphthal ene-depl et ed
sol vents as a beyond-the-floor requirenent. Therefore,
this specific requirement has been renoved fromthe final
rule. Wth this change, alnost all of the concerns
expressed by the comenters have been addressed.

Comment: Several commenters reconmended that the
bi nder system eval uati on requirenments be deleted. The
nmol d and core binder assessnment is a beyond-the-floor
requi rement with no econom c cost-effectiveness
denonstrati on, inposes a heavy burden on the foundry, and
is witten in a manner subject to interpretation and

potential conpliance actions. The MACT floor is nostly
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no change in formul ation. Mst of these commenters state
t hat EPA does not have the authority to require a re-
eval uation every 5 years because MACT standards are to
represent a one-tine identification of the technol ogies
currently avail abl e.

Response: We felt that foundries routinely
eval uated alternative binder systenms to identify systens
that m ght help to reduce costs, speed production,
i nprove casting quality, and reduce defects. Primarily,
we wanted foundries to include in this process an
eval uation of the potential HAP em ssions and factor in
t hese HAP em ssions reductions in the process of
sel ecting an appropriate binder system However, as
proposed, the requirement was too broad (eval uate al
bi nder systens) and too vague (what is a reduced- HAP
bi nder systenf?) to be practically inplenented. As we
attenpted to craft this requirenent into sonething that
coul d be reasonably inplemented wi thout undue burden, we
still struggled with numerous questions: what is a
reduced- HAP bi nder system do we consider em ssions only
fromnmold curing or fromboth nold maki ng and subsequent
rel eases from cooling and shakeout; and how do we define

what is technically and econom cally feasible?
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After considering the nunmerous comments and the
technical details associated with this issue, we
concl uded that any prescriptive requirenent we devel oped
woul d not be a cost-effective beyond-the-floor option.
Consi stent with our intent to have foundries consider the
HAP content and potential HAP em ssions from their binder
formul ati ons, we are requiring foundries to record the
annual chem cal usage rates for each binder system
enpl oyed at the foundry, the annual HAP specific usage
rates for each binder system and the total annual HAP
usage rate by the foundry. These records will identify
t hose systems with the highest HAP usage rates and make
it easier for foundry owners or operators to focus on
opportunities to reduce HAP content. This information
can al so be considered when alternative binder systens
are routinely evaluated for reasons related to
production, cost, and quality. |In addition, these data
will also help to further address nold and core making
em ssions, if necessary, under section 112(f) for
residual risk.
V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Requl at ory Pl anni ng and

Revi ew
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Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735,

Cct ober 4, 1993), the EPA nust determ ne whether the
regul atory action is "significant"” and, therefore,
subject to review by the Ofice of Managenent and Budget
(OMB) and the requirenents of the Executive Order. The
Executive Order defines a "significant regulatory action”
as one that is likely to result in a rule that my:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of
$100 mllion or nore or adversely affect in a materi al
way the econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
communi ti es;

(2) <create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by anot her
agency;

(3) materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenment, grants, user fees, or |oan prograns or the
ri ghts and obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out
of |l egal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive Order

Pursuant to the terns of Executive Order 12866, it
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has been determned that the final rule is a “significant
regul atory action” because it may raise novel |egal or
policy issues. As such, this action was submtted to OVB
for review. Changes made in response to OVB suggestions
or recommendations wll be docunented in the public
record.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

The information collection requirenments in the final
rul e have been submtted for approval to OVB under the
Paperwor k Reduction Act, 44 U S.C. 3501 et seq. The
information collection requirenments are not enforceable
until OVB approves them

The information requirenments in the final rule are
based on notification, recordkeeping, and reporting
requirenents in the NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR
part 63, subpart A), which are mandatory for al
operators subject to NESHAP. The records and reports
required by the final rule are necessary for EPA to: (1)
identify major sources and new or reconstructed sources
subject to the rule, (2) ensure that MACT is being
properly applied, and (3) ensure that the em ssions
control devices are being properly operated and

mai nt ai ned on a conti nuous basis. Based on the reported
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i nformati on, EPA can decide which plants, records, or
processes should be inspected. These recordkeeping and
reporting requirenents are specifically authorized by
section 112 of the CAA (42 U S.C. 7414). Al information
submtted to the EPA pursuant to the recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenents for which a claim of
confidentiality is made is saf eguarded according to
Agency policies in 40 CFR part 2, subpart B.

The annual average public reporting and
recordkeepi ng burden for this collection of information
over the first three years of the information collection
request (ICR) is estimated to total 22,325 | abor hours
per year. This includes 10 responses per year from 98
respondents for an average of 22.7 hours per response.
The total annualized cost burden to the facility is
estimated at $1, 626, 649, including |abor, capital, and
operation and mai ntenance. The capital cost of
noni toring equi pnent is estimted at $293, 700; the
esti mat ed annual cost for operation and nmai nt enance of
moni toring equi pment is $133, 300.

Burden neans the total time, effort, or financial
resources expended by persons to generate, maintain,

retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a
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Federal agency. This includes the tine needed to review
instructions; devel op, acquire, install, and utilize
technol ogy and systens for the purpose of collecting,

val i dating, and verifying information, processing and

mai nt ai ning i nformati on, and di scl osing and providi ng
information; adjust the existing ways to conply with any
previously applicable instructions and requirenents;
train personnel to respond to a collection of

i nformation; search data sources; conplete and review the
collection of information; and transmt or otherw se

di scl ose the information.

An Agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person
is not required to respond to a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OVB control nunber.
The OVB control nunmber for EPA's regulations in 40 CFR
part 63 are listed in 40 CFR part 9. When the ICR is
approved by OvB, the Agency will publish a technical

amendnment to 40 CFR part 9 in the Federal Register to

di splay the OVMB control nunber for the approved
information collection requirements contained in the
final rule.

C. Requl atory Flexibility Act

The EPA has determ ned that it is not necessary to
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prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis in connection
with this final rule. The EPA has al so determ ned that
the final rule will not have a significant econon c
i npact on a substantial nunmber of small entities. For
pur poses of assessing the inpacts of the final rule on
smal | entities, small entity is defined as: (1) a small
busi ness according to the U S. Small Busi ness
Admi ni stration size standards for NAICS codes 331511
(I'ron Foundries), 331512 (Steel Investnment Foundries),
and 331513 (Steel Foundries, except Investnent) of 500 or
fewer enployees; (2) a small governmental jurisdiction
that is a government of a city, county, town, school
district or special district with a popul ation of |ess
t han 50, 000; and (3) a small organization that is any
not-for-profit enterprise which is independently owned
and operated and is not domnant in its field.

After considering the econom c inpacts of today’s
final rule on small entities, EPA has concluded that this
action wll not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substanti al nunber of small entities. Based on SBA size
definitions for the affected industries and reported
sal es and enpl oynent data, we identified 20 of the 63

conpani es incurring conpliance costs as small busi nesses.
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These smal | busi nesses are expected to incur $3.3 mllion
in conpliance costs, or 15 percent of the total industry
conpliance costs of $21.2 mllion. The mean annual
conpliance cost as a share of sales for small businesses
is estimated at 0.40 percent, and the nedian is 0. 26
percent, with a range of 0.04 to 1.04 percent. W
estimate that one small business may experience an inpact
between 1 and 3 percent of sales, but no small business
Is expected to experience an inpact greater than 3
percent of sales. No significant inpacts on their
viability to continue operations and remain profitable is
expect ed.

Al t hough the final rule will not have a significant
econom ¢ inpact on a substantial nunber of small
entities, we have nonethel ess worked to m nim ze the
i npact of the final rule on small entities, consistent
with our obligations under the CAA. W have discussed
potential inpacts and opportunities for em ssions
reductions with conpany representatives, and conpany
representatives have also attended neetings held with
i ndustry trade associations to discuss the final rule.
By changing the proposed requirenents for capture systens

and revising our initial MACT floor determ nations, we
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have m nim zed the final rule inpacts on small entities
to the maxi mum extent all owabl e under the CAA

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref or m Act

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(UVRA), Public Law 104-4, establishes requirenments for
Federal agencies to assess effects of their regulatory
actions on State, local, and tribal governnments and the
private sector. Under section 202 of the UMRA, the EPA
generally nust prepare a witten statenent, including a
cost-benefit analysis, for proposed and final rules wth
Federal mandates that may result in expenditures by
State, local, and tribal governnents, in the aggregate,
or by the private sector, of $100 million or nore in any
1 year. Before pronulgating an EPA rule for which a
witten statement is needed, section 205 of the UVMRA
generally requires the EPA to identify and consi der a
reasonabl e nunmber of regulatory alternatives and adopt
the | east costly, npbst cost-effective, or |east-
burdensonme al ternative that achieves the objectives of
the rule. The provisions of section 205 do not apply
when they are inconsistent with applicable | aw
Mor eover, section 205 allows the EPA to adopt an

alternative other than the | east-costly, npbst cost-
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effective, or |east-burdensone alternative if the
Adm ni strator publishes with the final rule an
expl anation why that alternative was not adopted. Before
t he EPA establishes any regulatory requirenents that may
significantly or uniquely affect small governnents,
including tribal governnents, it nust have devel oped
under section 203 of the UMRA a small governnment agency
pl an. The plan nmust provide for notifying potentially
affected small governnents, enabling officials of
affected small governnents to have neani ngful and tinely
i nput in the devel opnent of EPA regulatory proposals with
significant Federal intergovernnental mandates, and
i nform ng, educating, and advising small governnments on
conpliance with the regul atory requirenents.

Today’s final rule contains no Federal mandate
(under the regulatory provisions of the UMRA) for State,
| ocal, or tribal governnents. The EPA has determ ned
that the final rule does not contain a Federal mandate
that may result in estimated costs of $100 mlIlion or
nore to either State, local, or tribal governnents, in
t he aggregate, or to the private sector in any 1 year.
Thus, today’s final rule is not subject to sections 202

and 205 of the UMRA. The EPA has al so detern ned that
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the final rule contains no regulatory requirenents that
m ght significantly or uniquely affect small governnents.
Thus, today’'s final rule is not subject to the
requi renments of section 203 of the UMRA.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federali sm

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999)
requi res EPA to devel op an accountabl e process to ensure
“meani ngful and tinely input by State and |local officials
in the devel opnent of regulatory policies that have
federalisminplications.” “Policies that have federalism
inplications” is defined in the Executive Order to
i nclude regul ati ons that have “substantial direct effects
on the States, on the relationship between the national
governnment and the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities anong the various |evels of
gover nnent .”

The final rule does not have federalism
inplications. It will not have substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the
nati onal government and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |levels of governnment, as specified in Executive

Order 13132. None of the affected facilities are owned
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or operated by State governnents. Thus, Executive Order
13132 does not apply to the final rule.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consul tati on and Coordi nati on

with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, Novenmber 9,
2000) requires EPA to devel op an account abl e process to
ensure "nmeaningful and tinely input in the devel opnment of
regul atory policies on matters that have tri bal
i mplications.”

The final rule does not have tribal inplications, as
specified in Executive Order 13175. It will not have
substantial direct effects on tribal governments, on the
rel ati onshi p between the Federal government and | ndi an
tribes, or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal governnment and
I ndian tribes. No tribal governnents own or operate
facilities subject to the NESHAP. Thus, Executive Order
13175 does not apply to the final rule.

G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Envi ronnental Health and Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997)
applies to any rule that: (1) is determ ned to be

“econom cally significant,” as defined under Executive
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Order 12866, and (2) concerns an environnmental health or
safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory
action nmeets both criteria, the EPA nust evaluate the
environnental health or safety effects of the planned
rule on children and explain why the planned regul ation
is preferable to other potentially effective and
reasonably feasible alternatives considered by the
Agency.

The EPA interprets Executive Order 13045 as applying
only to those regul atory actions that are based on health
or safety risks, such that the analysis required under
section 5-501 of the Executive Order has the potential to
i nfluence the regulation. The final rule is not subject
to Executive Order 13045 because it is based on control
t echnol ogy and not on health or safety risks.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That Significantly

Af fect Enerqgy Supply. Distribution, or Use

This final rule is not a “significant energy action
as defined in Executive Order 13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22,
2001) because it is not likely to have a significant
adverse effect on the supply, distribution, or use of

energy. Further, we have concluded that the final rule
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is not likely to have any adverse energy effects.

| . Nat i onal Technol ogy Transfer Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer
and Advancenment Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-
113; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in its regulatory activities unless
to do so would be inconsistent with applicable |aw or
ot herwi se inpractical. Voluntary consensus standards are
techni cal standards (e.g., materials specifications, test
met hods, sanpling procedures, business practices)
devel oped or adopted by one or nore voluntary consensus
bodi es. The NTTAA directs EPA to provide Congress,

t hrough annual reports to the OVB, wth explanations when
t he Agency decides not to use avail able and applicable
vol untary consensus standards.

The final rule involves technical standards. The
final rule uses EPA Methods 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, 2G
3, 3A, 3B, 4, 5, 5D, 12, and 18, 25, or 25A in 40 CFR
part 60, appendix A. Consistent with the NTTAA, EPA
conducted searches to identify voluntary consensus
standards in addition to these EPA nethods. No
appl i cabl e voluntary consensus standards were identified

f or EPA Met hods 1A, 2A, 2D, 2F, 2G 5D, and 12. The
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search and review results have been docunented and are
pl aced in the docket for the final rule.

The search for em ssions neasurenent procedures
identified 17 voluntary consensus standards applicable to
the final rule. Three of the 17 voluntary consensus
st andards were not available at the tinme of pronul gation
and EPA determ ned that 14 of these 17 standards were
i npractical alternatives to EPA test nmethods. Therefore,
EPA is not adopting these standards in the final rule.
The reasons for this determ nation are in docket for the
final rule.

The followi ng three of the 17 voluntary consensus
standards identified in this search were not avail abl e at
the time the review was conducted for the purposes of the
final rule because they are under devel opnent by a
vol untary consensus body: ASME/BSR MFC 13M “Fl ow
Measurement by Vel ocity Traverse,” for EPA Method 2 (and
possi bly 1); ASME/BSR MFC 12M “Flow in Closed Conduits
Using Multiport Averaging Pitot Primary Flowreters,” for
EPA Method 2; and SO DI S 12039, “Stationary Source
Em ssions - Determ nation of Carbon Monoxide, Carbon
Di oxi de, and Oxygen - Autonmated Methods,” for EPA Met hod

3A. Vhile we are not including these standards in
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today’s rule, the EPA will consider the standards when
they are finalized.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 801 et seq.
as added by the Small Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenent Act
of 1996, generally provides that before a rule may take
effect, the agency pronulgating the rule nust submt a
rule report, which includes a copy of the rule, to each
House of the Congress and to the Conptroller General of
the United States. The EPA has submtted a report
containing the final rule and other required information
to the U S. Senate, the U S. House of Representatives,
and the Conptroller General of the United States prior to
the publication of the final rule in today's Federal
Reqgi ster. The final rule is not a “major rule” as

defined by 5 U.S.C. 804(2).



Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Iron and Steel Foundries - page 108 of 212.
VI. Statutory Authority
The statutory authority for this action is provided
by sections 112, 114, 116, and 301 of the CAA, as anended
(42 U. S.C. 7401 et seq.) This rulemaking is subject to
t he provisions of section 307(d) of the CAA
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63
Envi ronment al protection, Air pollution control,
Hazar dous substances, Reporting and recordkeeping

requi renents.

Dat ed:

Mari anne Lanont Hori nko,
Acting Adnm nistrator.
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For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter
|, part 63 of the Code of Federal Regul ations is anmended
as follows:
PART 63—- [ AVENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to
read as foll ows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401, et seq.
Subpart A-—[ Anended]

2. Part 63 is anended by addi ng subpart EEEEE to

read as foll ows:

Subpart EEEEE--National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous

Air Pollutants for Iron and Steel Foundries

Sec.

What This Subpart Covers

63. 7680 What is the purpose of this subpart?

63. 7681 Am | subject to this subpart?

63. 7682 \What parts of ny foundry does this subpart
cover?

63. 7683 \When do | have to conply with this subpart?

Em ssions Limtations

63. 7690 What em ssions limtations nust | neet?

Work Practice Standards

63. 7700 What work practice standards nust | neet?

Operation and Mai ntenance Requirenents

63. 7710 \What are ny operation and nmai ntenance



Gener al

63.

7720

Initial

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

7730

7731

7732

7733

7734

7735

7736
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requirements?

Conpl i ance Requirenents

What are ny general requirenments for conplying
with this subpart?

Conpl i ance Requirenents

By what date nust | conduct performance tests or

other initial conpliance denonstrations?

When nust | conduct subsequent performance tests?
What test nmethods and ot her procedures nmust | use
to denonstrate initial conpliance with the

em ssions limtations?

What procedures nust | use to establish operating
limts?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the

em ssions limtations that apply to me?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the

wor k practice standards that apply to nme?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the

operation and mai ntenance requi renents that apply
to me?

Conti nuous Conpliance Requirenents

63.
63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

7740
7741

7742

7743

7744

7745

7746

1747

What are ny nonitoring requirenments?

What are the installation, operation, and

mai nt enance requirements for my nonitors?

How do | nonitor and collect data to denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance?

How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the em ssions limtations that apply to nme?
How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
t he work practice standards that apply to ne?
How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the operation and mai ntenance requirenments that
apply to nme?

What ot her requirements nust | neet to
denonstrate continuous conpliance?

How do | apply for alternative nonitoring

requi rements for a continuous em ssions
nonitori ng systenf

Noti fications, Reports, and Records
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63. 7750 What notifications nust | submt and when?
63. 7751 What reports nust | submt and when?
63. 7752 \What records nust | keep?
63. 7753 I n what formand for how | ong nust | keep ny
records?

O her Requirenents and I nformation

63. 7760 What parts of the General Provisions apply to nme?
63. 7761 \Who inplenments and enforces this subpart?

Definitions
63. 7765 What definitions apply to this subpart?
Tabl es to Subpart EEEEE of Part 63
Table 1 to Subpart EEEEE of Part 63 - Applicability of
General Provisions to Subpart EEEEE
What this Subpart Covers

863. 7680 What is the purpose of this subpart?

This subpart establishes national em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for iron and steel
foundries. This subpart also establishes requirements to
denonstrate initial and continuous conpliance with the
em ssions limtations, work practice standards, and
operation and mai ntenance requirenents in this subpart.

8§63.7681 Am | subject to this subpart?

You are subject to this subpart if you own or
operate an iron and steel foundry that is (or is part of)
a maj or source of hazardous air pollutant (HAP)
enm ssions. Your iron and steel foundry is a nmjor source

of HAP for purposes of this subpart if it emts or has
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the potential to emt any single HAP at a rate of 10 tons
or nore per year or any conbination of HAP at a rate of
25 tons or nore per year or if it is |located at a
facility that emts or has the potential to emt any
single HAP at a rate of 10 tons or nore per year or any
conbi nati on of HAP at a rate of 25 tons or nore per year.

863. 7682 \What parts of ny foundry does this subpart

cover?

(a) The affected source is each new or existing
iron and steel foundry.

(b) This subpart covers em ssions from netal
mel ting furnaces, scrap preheaters, pouring areas,
pouring stations, autonmated conveyor and pallet cooling
| i nes, autonmated shakeout |ines, and nold and core nmaking
lines. This subpart also covers fugitive em ssions from
foundry operations.

(c) An affected source is existing if you comenced
construction or reconstruction of the affected source
bef ore Decenber 23, 2002.

(d) An affected source is newif you comenced
construction or reconstruction of the affected source on
or after December 23, 2002. An affected source is

reconstructed if it meets the definition of
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“reconstruction” in 863. 2.

863. 7683 When do | have to conmply with this subpart?

(a) Except as specified in paragraph (b) of this
section, if you have an existing affected source, you
must conply with each em ssions limtation, work practice
standard, and operation and mai ntenance requirement in
this subpart that applies to you no |ater than [|NSERT
DATE 3 YEARS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE

| N THE EEDERAL REQ STER] .

(b) If you have an existing affected source, you
must conply with the work practice standards in
863. 7700(b) or (c), as applicable, no later than [INSERT

DATE 1 YEAR AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE

| N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .
(c) If you have a new affected source for which the
initial startup date is on or before [|INSERT DATE OF

PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REQ STER],

you nmust conply with each em ssions [imtation, work
practice standard, and operation and mai nt enance
requirement in this subpart that applies to you by

[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE IN THE

FEDERAL REG STER] .

(c) If you have a new affected source for which the
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initial startup date is after [|INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON

OF THE FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER], you mnust
conply with each enmissions linmtation, work practice
standard, and operation and mai ntenance requirement in
this subpart that applies to you upon initial startup.

(d) If your iron and steel foundry is an area
source that becomes a mmjor source of HAP, you nust neet
the requirenents of 863.6(c)(5).

(e) You nust nmeet the notification and schedul e
requi rements in 863.7750. Note that several of these
notifications nmust be submtted before the conpliance
date for your affected source.

Em ssions Limtations

863. 7690 What em ssions limtations nust | neet?

(a) You nust nmeet each em ssions |imt or standard
in paragraphs (a)(1) through (11) of this section that
applies to you.

(1) For each electric arc netal nelting furnace,
el ectric induction netal nelting furnace, or scrap
preheater at an existing iron and steel foundry, you nust
not di scharge em ssions through a conveyance to the
at nosphere that exceed either the [imt for particul ate

matter (PM in paragraph (a)(1)(i) of this section or,



115

alternatively the limt for total nmetal HAP in paragraph
(a)(1)(i1) of this section

(i) 0.005 grains of PM per dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf), or

(ii) 0.0004 gr/dscf of total netal HAP

(2) For each cupola nmetal nelting furnace at an
existing iron and steel foundry, you rmust not discharge
em ssions through a conveyance to the atnosphere that
exceed either the limt for PMin paragraph (a)(2)(i) of
this section or, alternatively the Iimt for total netal
HAP i n paragraph (a)(2)(ii) of this section:

(i) 0.006 gr/dscf of PN, or

(ii) 0.0005 gr/dscf of total netal HAP

(3) For each cupola netal nelting furnace or
electric arc netal nelting furnace at a new iron and
steel foundry, you nust not discharge em ssions through a
conveyance to the atnosphere that exceed either the limt
for PMin paragraph (a)(3)(i) of this section or,
alternatively the limt for total nmetal HAP in paragraph
(a)(3)(i1) of this section:

(i) 0.002 gr/dscf of PM or

(ii) 0.0002 gr/dscf of total metal HAP.

(4) For each electric induction netal nelting



116

furnace or scrap preheater at a new iron and stee
foundry, you nust not discharge em ssions through a
conveyance to the atnosphere that exceed either the limt
for PMin paragraph (a)(4)(i) of this section or
alternatively the Iimt for total nmetal HAP in paragraph
(a)(4)(i1) of this section:

(i) 0.001 gr/dscf of PM or

(ii) 0.00008 gr/dscf of total netal HAP.

(5) For each pouring station at an existing iron
and steel foundry, you nmust not discharge em ssions
t hrough a conveyance to the atnobsphere that exceed either
the limt for PMin paragraph (a)(5)(i) of this section
or, alternatively the limt for total metal HAP in
paragraph (a)(5)(ii) of this section:

(i) 0.010 gr/dscf of PM or

(ii) 0.0008 gr/dscf of total metal HAP.

(6) For each pouring area or pouring station at a
new iron and steel foundry, you nmust not discharge
en ssions through a conveyance to the atnosphere that
exceed either the |limt for PMin paragraph (a)(6)(i) of
this section or, alternatively the limt for total netal
HAP in paragraph (a)(6)(ii) of this section:

(i) 0.002 gr/dscf of PM or
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(ii) 0.0002 gr/dscf of total netal HAP

(7) For each building or structure housing any
eni ssions source at the iron and steel foundry, you nust
not discharge any fugitive em ssions to the atnosphere
t hat exhibit opacity greater than 20 percent (6-m nute
average), except for one 6-m nute average per hour that
does not exceed 27 percent opacity.

(8) For each cupola netal nmelting furnace at a new
or existing iron and steel foundry, you nust not
di scharge em ssions of volatile organic hazardous air
pol l utants (VOHAP) through a conveyance to the atnosphere
t hat exceed 20 parts per mllion by volunme (ppmv)
corrected to 10 percent oxygen.

(9) As an alternative to the work practice standard
in 863.7700(e) for a scrap preheater at an existing iron
and steel foundry or in 863.7700(f) for a scrap preheater
at a new iron and steel foundry, you rmust not discharge
em ssions of VOHAP through a conveyance to the atnosphere
t hat exceed 20 ppnv.

(10) For one or nore automated conveyor and pall et
cooling lines that use a sand nold system or automated
shakeout lines that use a sand nold systemat a new iron

and steel foundry, you nmust not discharge em ssions of
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VOHAP t hrough a conveyance to the atnosphere that exceed
a flow weighted average of 20 ppnv.

(11) For each triethylam ne (TEA) cold box nold or
core making line at a new or existing iron and steel
foundry, you nmust nmeet either the emissions limt in
paragraph (a)(11)(i) of this section or, alternatively
the em ssions standard in paragraph (a)(11)(ii) of this
section:

(i) You nmust not discharge em ssions of TEA through
a conveyance to the atnosphere that exceed 1 ppnv, as
det erm ned when scrubbing with fresh acid solution; or

(ii1) You nmust reduce em ssions of TEA from each TEA
cold box mold or core making |ine by at | east 99 percent,
as determ ned when scrubbing with fresh acid sol ution.

(b) You nust nmeet each operating limt in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (5) of this section that
applies to you.

(1) You nust install, operate, and maintain a
capture and collection systemfor all em ssions sources
subject to an em ssions |imt or standard for VOHAP or
TEA in paragraphs (a)(8) through (11) of this section.

(i) Each capture and collection system nust neet

accepted engi neering standards, such as those published
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by the American Conference of Governnmental |ndustrial
Hygi eni st s.

(i1) You nmust operate each capture system at or
above the | owest value or settings established as
operating limts in your operation and mai ntenance pl an.

(2) You nust operate each wet scrubber applied to
em ssions froma nmetal nmelting furnace, scrap preheater
pouring area, or pouring station subject to an em ssions
limt for PMor total netal HAP in paragraphs (a)(1)

t hrough (6) of this section such that the 3-hour average
pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate does not fall
bel ow the m nimum | evel s established during the initial
or subsequent performance test.

(3) You nust operate each conbusti on device applied
to em ssions froma cupola metal nelting furnace subject
to the emssions limt for VOHAP in paragraph (a)(8) of
this section, such that the 15-m nute average conmbustion
zone tenperature does not fall below 1,300 degrees
Fahrenheit (°F). Periods when the cupola is off bl ast
and for 15 mnutes after going on blast froman off bl ast
condition are not included in the 15-m nute average.

(4) You nust operate each conbustion device applied

to em ssions froma scrap preheater subject to the
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em ssions limt for VOHAP in paragraph (a)(9) of this
section or froma TEA cold box nold or core making |ine
subject to the emssions |imt for TEA in paragraph
(a)(11) of this section, such that the 3-hour average
conbusti on zone tenperature does not fall below the
m ni mum | evel established during the initial or
subsequent perfornmance test.

(5) You nust operate each wet acid scrubber applied
to em ssions froma TEA cold box nold or core nmaking |ine
subject to the emssions limt for TEA in paragraph
(a)(11) of this section such that:

(i) The 3-hour average scrubbing liquid flowrate
does not fall below the m ninmum | evel established during
the initial or subsequent performance test; and

(ii) The 3-hour average pH of the scrubber
bl owmdown, as neasured by a continuous paramneter
nmonitoring system (CPMS), does not exceed 4.5 or the pH
of the scrubber bl owmdown, as neasured once every 8 hours
duri ng process operations, does not exceed 4.5.

(c) If you use a control device other than a
baghouse, wet scrubber, wet acid scrubber, or conbustion
devi ce, you nust prepare and submt a nonitoring plan

containing the information listed in paragraphs (c)(1)
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t hrough (5) of this section. The nmonitoring plan is
subj ect to approval by the Adm ni strator.

(1) A description of the device;

(2) Test results collected in accordance with
863. 7732 verifying the performance of the device for
reduci ng em ssions of PM total metal HAP, VOHAP, or TEA
to the levels required by this subpart;

(3) A copy of the operation and mai ntenance pl an
required by 863.7710(b);

(4) A list of appropriate operating paraneters that
will be nmonitored to maintain continuous conpliance with
the applicable em ssions |imtation(s); and

(5) Operating paranmeter limts based on nonitoring
data coll ected during the performance test.

Work Practice Standards

863. 7700 What work practice standards nust | neet?

(a) You nust conply with the certification
requi renents in paragraph (b) of this section or prepare
and inplement a plan for the selection and inspection of
scrap according to the requirenments in paragraph (c) of
this section.

(b) You nust prepare and operate at all tines

according to a witten certification that the foundry
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purchases and uses only certified-netal ingots, pig iron,
slitter, or other materials that do not include post-
consumer autonotive body scrap, post-consuner engine

bl ocks, oil filters, oily turnings, |ead conponents,
mercury switches, plastics, or organic |iquids.

(c) You nust prepare and operate at all tines
according to a witten plan for the selection and
i nspection of iron and steel scrap to mnimze, to the
extent practicable, the amount of organics and HAP netal s
in the charge materials used by the iron and steel
foundry. This scrap selection and inspection plan is
subj ect to approval by the Adm nistrator. You nust keep
a copy of the plan onsite and readily available to al
pl ant personnel with materials acquisition or inspection
duties. You nust provide a copy of the materi al
specifications to each of your scrap vendors. Each plan
must include the information specified in paragraphs
(c)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) A materials acquisition programto limt
organi c contam nants according to the requirenents in
paragraph (c)(1)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) For scrap charged to a scrap preheater

electric arc netal nelting furnace, or electric induction
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nmetal nelting furnaces, specifications for scrap
materials to be depleted (to the extent practicable) of
t he presence of used oil filters, plastic parts, organic
liquids, and a programto ensure the scrap materials are
drai ned of free liquids; or

(ii) For scrap charged to a cupola netal nelting
furnace, specifications for scrap materials to be
depleted (to the extent practicable) of the presence of
pl astic, and a programto ensure the scrap materials are
drai ned of free liquids.

(2) A materials acquisition program specifying that
the scrap supplier renove accessible nercury sw tches
fromthe trunks and hoods of any autonotive bodies
contained in the scrap and renove accessible | ead
conponents such as batteries and wheel weights. You nust
obtain and maintain onsite a copy of the procedures used
by the scrap supplier for either renoving accessible
mercury switches or for purchasing autonobile bodies that
have had mercury swi tches renoved, as applicable.

(3) Procedures for visual inspection of a
representative portion, but not |less than 10 percent, of
all incomng scrap shipnments to ensure the materials neet

t he specifications.
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(i) The inspection procedures nmust identify the
| ocation(s) where inspections are to be perfornmed for
each type of shipnment. The selected |ocation(s) nust
provi de a reasonabl e vantage point, considering worker
safety, for visual inspection.

(ii) The inspection procedures mnmust include
recordkeepi ng requi renments that document each visua
i nspection and the results.

(iii) The inspection procedures nust include
provi sions for rejecting or returning entire or parti al
scrap shipnments that do not neet specifications and
limting purchases from vendors whose shipments fail to
neet specifications for nore than three inspections in
one cal ender year.

(d) For each furan warm box nold or core making
line in a new or existing iron and steel foundry, you
must use a binder chem cal fornulation that does not
contain nethanol as a specific ingredient of the catalyst
formul ati on as determ ned by the Material Safety Data
Sheet. This requirenment does not apply to the resin
portion of the binder system

(e) For each scrap preheater at an existing iron

and steel foundry, you nust neet either the requirenent
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in paragraph (e)(1) or (2) of this section. As an
alternative to the requirenment in paragraph (e)(1) or (2)
of this section, you nust neet the VOHAP em ssions limt
in 863.7690(a)(9).

(1) You nust install, operate, and maintain a gas-
fired preheater where the flame directly contacts the
scrap charged; or

(2) You nust charge only material that is subject
to and in conpliance with the scrap certification
requi rement in paragraph (b) of this section.

(f) For each scrap preheater at a new iron and
steel foundry, you nmust charge only material that is
subject to and in conpliance with the scrap certification
requi rement in paragraph (b) of this section. As an
alternative to this requirenment, you nust meet the VOHAP
emssions limt in 863.7690(a)(9).

Operati on and Mai ntenance Requirenents

863. 7710 What are ny operation and nnintenance

requi renents?

(a) As required by 863.6(e)(1)(i), you nust always
operate and mmi ntain your iron and steel foundry,
including air pollution control and nonitoring equipnment,

in a manner consistent with good air pollution control
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practices for mnim zing em ssions at least to the |evels
required by this subpart.

(b) You nust prepare and operate at all tinmes
according to a witten operation and mai ntenance plan for
each capture and collection system and control device for
an em ssions source subject to an emssions limt in
863.7690(a). Your operation and mai ntenance plan al so
must i nclude procedures for igniting gases fromnold vents
in pouring areas and pouring stations that use a sand nol d
system This operation and mai ntenance plan is subject to
approval by the Admi nistrator. Each plan nust contain the
el ements described in paragraphs (b)(1) through (6) of
this section.

(1) Monthly inspections of the equipnent that is
i nportant to the performance of the total capture system
(i.e., pressure sensors, danpers, and danper sw tches).
This inspection must include observations of the physical
appearance of the equipment (e.g., presence of holes in
t he ductwork or hoods, flow constrictions caused by dents
or accunmul ated dust in the ductwork, and fan erosion).
The operation and mai ntenance plan nust al so include
requirenents to repair the defect or deficiency as soon as

practi cabl e.
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(2) Operating limts for each capture system for an
em ssions source subject to an emssions |imt or standard
for VOHAP or TEA in 863.7690(a)(8) through (11). You nust
establish the operating according to the requirenments in
par agraphs (b)(2)(i) through (iii) of this section.

(i) Select operating limt parameters appropriate
for the capture system design that are representative and
reliable indicators of the performance of the capture
system At a mininmum you rust use appropriate operating
l[imt paraneters that indicate the |evel of the
ventilation draft and danmper position settings for the
capture system when operating to collect em ssions,
including revised settings for seasonal variations.
Appropriate operating limt paraneters for ventilation
draft include, but are not limted to: volunetric flow
rate through each separately ducted hood, total volunetric
flowrate at the inlet to the control device to which the
capture systemis vented, fan notor anperage, or static
pressure. Any paranmeter for danper position setting may
be used that indicates the duct danper position related to
the fully open setting.

(ii) For each operating limt paranmeter selected in

paragraph (b)(2)(i) of this section, designate the val ue
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or setting for the paraneter at which the capture system
operates during the process operation. |If your operation
allows for nore than one process to be operating
si mul taneously, designate the value or setting for the
paramet er at which the capture system operates during each
possi bl e configuration that you may operate (i.e., the
operating limts with one furnace nelting, two nelting, as
applicable to your plant).

(iii) Include docunmentation in your plan to support
your selection of the operating limts established for
your capture system This docunentation nust include a
description of the capture system design, a description of
the capture system operating during production, a
description of each selected operating limt paraneter, a
rational e for why you chose the parameter, a description
of the nethod used to nonitor the parameter according to
the requirements of 863.7740(a), and the data used to set
the value or setting for the paraneter for each of your
process configurations.

(3) Preventative maintenance plan for each contro
devi ce, including a preventative maintenance schedul e that
is consistent with the manufacturer’s instructions for

routine and | ong-term nmai nt enance.
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(4) A site-specific nmonitoring plan for each bag
| eak detection system For each bag | eak detection system
t hat operates on the triboelectric effect, the nonitoring
pl an nmust be consistent with the recomendati ons cont ai ned
in the U S. Environnmental Protection Agency gui dance
docunent “Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection Gui dance” (EPA-
454/ R-98-015). Thi s baghouse nonitoring plan is subject
to approval by the Adm nistrator. The owner or operator
shal | operate and naintain the bag | eak detection system
according to the site-specific nonitoring plan at al
times. The plan nust address all of the itenms identified
i n paragraphs (b)(4)(i) through (v) of this section.

(i) Installation of the bag | eak detection system

(ii) Initial and periodic adjustnment of the bag |eak
det ection system i ncluding how the alarm set-point will be
est abl i shed.

(iii) Operation of the bag | eak detection system
i ncluding quality assurance procedures.

(iv) How the bag | eak detection systemw ||l be
mai nt ai ned i ncluding a routine maintenance schedul e and
spare parts inventory list.

(v) How the bag | eak detection system output will be

recorded and stored.
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(5) Corrective action plan for each baghouse. The
pl an nmust include the requirenent that, in the event a bag
| eak detection systemalarmis triggered, you nust
initiate corrective action to determ ne the cause of the
alarmwithin 1 hour of the alarm initiate corrective
action to correct the cause of the problemw thin 24 hours
of the alarm and conplete the corrective action as soon
as practicable. Corrective actions taken may include, but
are not limted to:

(i) Inspecting the baghouse for air |eaks, torn or
br oken bags or filter nmedia, or any other condition that
may cause an increase in em ssions.

(ii) Sealing off defective bags or filter nedia.

(iii) Replacing defective bags or filter media or
ot herwi se repairing the control device.

(iv) Sealing off a defective baghouse conpartnment.

(v) Cleaning the bag | eak detection system probe or
ot herwi se repairing the bag | eak detection system

(vi) Making process changes.

(vii) Shutting down the process producing the PM
em ssi ons.

(6) Procedures for providing an ignition source to

nmol d vents of sand nold systens in each pouring area and
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pouring station unless you determ ne the nold vent gases
either are not ignitable, ignite automatically, or cannot
be ignited due to accessibility or safety issues. You
nmust docunment and maintain records of this determ nation.
The determ nation of ignitability, accessibility, and
safety may enconpass nultiple casting patterns provided
the castings utilize simlar sand-to-netal ratios, binder
formul ati ons, and coating materials. The determ nation of
ignitability nust be based on observations of the nold
vents within 5 m nutes of pouring, and the flanme nust be
present for at |east 15 seconds for the nold vent to be
considered ignited. For the purpose of this
determ nati on:

(i) Mld vents that ignite nore than 75 percent of
the time without the presence of an auxiliary ignition
source are considered to ignite automatically; and

(ii) Mold vents that do not ignite automatically and
cannot be ignited in the presence of an auxiliary ignition
source nore than 25 percent of the time are considered to
be not ignitable.

CGeneral Conpliance Requirenments

863. 7720 What are nv general requirenents for conmplyving

with this subpart?
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(a) You nust be in conpliance with the em ssions
[imtations, work practice standards, and operation and
mai nt enance requirenents in this subpart at all tines,
except during periods of startup, shutdown, or
mal f uncti on.

(b) During the period between the conpliance date
specified for your iron and steel foundry in 863.7683 and
t he date when applicable operating [imts have been
established during the initial performance test, you nust
mai ntain a log detailing the operation and mai ntenance of
t he process and em ssions control equi prment.

(c) You nust develop and inplenment a witten
startup, shutdown, and nmal function plan according to the
provisions in 863.6(e)(3). The startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan al so nust specify what constitutes a
shut down of a cupola and how to determ ne that operating
conditions are normal follow ng startup of a cupol a.

Initial Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7730 By what date nust | conduct perfornance tests or

other initial conpliance denpnstrations?

(a) As required by 863.7(a)(2), you nust conduct a
performance test no |ater than 180 cal endar days after the

conpliance date that is specified in 863.7683 for your
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iron and steel foundry to denonstrate initial conpliance
with each em ssions [imtation in 863.7690 that applies to
you.

(b) For each work practice standard in 863.7700 and
each operation and mai nt enance requirenment in 863.7710
that applies to you where initial conpliance is not
denonstrated using a performance test, you must
denonstrate initial conpliance no |ater than 30 cal endar
days after the conpliance date that is specified for your
iron and steel foundry in 863.7683.

(c) If you comrenced construction or reconstruction
bet ween Decenber 23, 2002 and [ DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE

FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust denonstrate

initial conpliance with either the proposed em ssions
limt or the promul gated emi ssions |imt no later than
[ 180 CALENDAR DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE

FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] or no |l ater than 180

cal endar days after startup of the source, whichever is
| ater, according to 863.7(a)(2)(ix).

(d) If you comrenced construction or reconstruction
bet ween Decenber 23, 2002 and [ DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE

FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER], and you chose to

conply with the proposed em ssions |imt when
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denonstrating initial conpliance, you nust conduct a
second performance test to denonstrate conpliance with the
promul gated em ssions limt by [3 YEARS AND 180 CALENDAR
DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N

THE FEDERAL REG STER] or after startup of the source,

whi chever is later, according to 863.7(a)(2)(ix).

863. 7731 \When nust | conduct subsequent perfornance

tests?

(a) You nust conduct subsequent perfornmance tests to
denonstrate conpliance with all applicable PMor total
metal HAP, VOHAP, and TEA emissions limtations in
863. 7690 for your iron and steel foundry no |ess
frequently than every 5 years. The requirenment to conduct
performance tests every 5 years does not apply to an
em ssions source for which a continuous em ssions
noni toring system (CEMS) is used to denonstrate conti nuous
conpl i ance.

(b) You nust conduct subsequent performance tests to
denonstrate conpliance with the opacity l[imt in
863. 7690(a)(7) for your iron and steel foundry no | ess
frequently than once every 6 nonths.

863. 7732 \What test nmethods and other procedures nust |

use to denpnstrate initial conpliance with the em ssions
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limtations?

(a) You nust conduct each performance test that
applies to your iron and steel foundry according to the
requirenents in 863.7(e)(1) and the conditions specified
i n paragraphs (b) through (h) of this section.

(b) To determ ne conpliance with the applicable
em ssions limt for PMin 863.7690(a)(1) through (6) for a
metal nelting furnace, scrap preheater, pouring station,
or pouring area, follow the test methods and procedures in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (5) of this section.

(1) Determne the concentration of PMaccording to
the test nethods in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A that are
specified in paragraphs (b)(1)(i) through (v) of this
section.

(i) Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling port |ocations
and the nunber of traverse points in each stack or duct.
Sampling sites nmust be | ocated at the outlet of the
control device (or at the outlet of the em ssions source
if no control device is present) prior to any releases to
t he at nosphere.

(ii) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G to determ ne
the volunmetric flow rate of the stack gas.

(iii) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determne the dry
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nol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the nmoisture content of
t he stack gas.

(v) Method 5, 5B, 5D, 5F, or 51, as applicable, to
determ ne the PM concentration. The PM concentration is
determ ned using only the front-half (probe rinse and
filter) of the PM catch.

(2) Collect a m nimm sanple volunme of 60 dscf of
gas during each PM sanpling run. A mninmumof three valid
test runs are needed to conprise a performance test.

(3) For cupola nmetal nelting furnaces, sanple only
during tinmes when the cupola is on bl ast.

(4) For electric arc and electric induction netal
mel ting furnaces, sanple only when netal is being nelted.

(5) For scrap preheaters, sanple only when scrap is
bei ng preheat ed.

(c) To determ ne conpliance with the applicable
em ssions limt for total nmetal HAP in 863.7690(a) (1)

t hrough (6) for a nmetal nmelting furnace, scrap preheater,
pouring station, or pouring area, follow the test nethods
and procedures in paragraphs (c)(1) through (5) of this
section.

(1) Determne the concentration of total metal HAP
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according to the test methods in 40 CFR part 60, appendi X
A that are specified in paragraphs (c)(1)(i) through (v)
of this section.

(i) Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling port |ocations
and the nunmber of traverse points in each stack or duct.
Sanpling sites nmust be located at the outlet of the
control device (or at the outlet of the em ssions source
if no control device is present) prior to any releases to
t he at nosphere.

(ii) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G to determ ne
the volunetric flow rate of the stack gas.

(iii) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determne the dry
nol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the nmoisture content of
t he stack gas.

(v) Method 29 to determ ne the total nmetal HAP
concentration.

(2) Collect a m nimm sanple volunme of 60 dscf of
gas during each total metal HAP sanpling run. A mninmm
of three valid test runs are needed to conprise a
performance test.

(3) For cupola metal nelting furnaces, sanple only

during times when the cupola is on bl ast.
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(4) For electric arc and electric induction netal
mel ting furnaces, sanple only when netal is being nelted.

(5) For scrap preheaters, sanple only when scrap is
bei ng preheat ed.

(d) To determ ne conpliance with the opacity limt
in 863.7690(a)(7) for fugitive em ssions from buil dings or
structures housing any eni ssions source at the iron and
steel foundry, follow the procedures in paragraphs (d)(1)
and (2) of this section.

(1) Using a certified observer, conduct each opacity
test according to the requirenments in EPA Method 9 (40 CFR
part 60, appendix A) and 863.6(h)(5).

(2) Conduct each test such that the opacity
observations overlap with the PM performance tests.

(e) To determ ne conpliance with the applicable
VOHAP em ssions |imt in 863.7690(a)(8) for a cupola netal
melting furnace or in 863.7690(a)(9) for a scrap
preheater, follow the test methods and procedures in
par agraphs (e)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Determ ne the VOHAP concentration for each test
run according to the test nmethods in 40 CFR part 60,
appendi x A that are specified in paragraphs (e)(1)(i)

t hrough (v) of this section.
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(i) Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling port |ocations
and the nunber of traverse points in each stack or duct.
Sampling sites nmust be |ocated at the outlet of the
control device (or at the outlet of the em ssions source
if no control device is present) prior to any releases to
t he at nosphere.

(iit) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G to determ ne
the volunmetric flow rate of the stack gas.

(iii) Method 3, 3A, or 3Bto determne the dry
nol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the noisture content of
the stack gas.

(v) Method 18 to determ ne the VOHAP concentration.
Alternatively, you may use Method 25 to determ ne the
concentration of total gaseous nonnet hane organi cs ( TGNMO)
or Method 25A to determ ne the concentration of total
organi ¢ conmpounds (TOC), using hexane as the calibration
gas.

(2) Determ ne the average VOHAP, TGNMO, or TOC
concentration using a mnimum of three valid test runs.
Each test run nust include a m ninum of 60 continuous
operating m nutes.

(3) For a cupola netal nelting furnace, correct the
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measured concentration of VOHAP, TGNMO, or TOC for oxygen
content in the gas stream using Equation 1 of this

secti on:

e 10.9% 9

CvoHap, 1090, ~ CVOHAszo_ 9% %0, 5 (Ea.

1)

Wher e:

Cionp = Concentration of VOHAP in ppnv as neasured by
Met hod 18 in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A or the
concentration of TGNMO or TOC i n ppnv as hexane as
measured by Method 25 or 25A in 40 CFR part 60,
appendi x A; and

%, = Oxygen concentration in gas stream percent by
volunme (dry basis).

(4) For a cupola netal nelting furnace, measure the
conbustion zone tenperature of the combustion device with
the CPMS required in 863.7740(d) during each sanpling run
in 15-mnute intervals. Determne and record the 15-

m nut e average of the three runs.

(f) Follow the applicable procedures in paragraphs
(f)(1) through (3) of this section to determ ne conpliance
with the VOHAP em ssions Iimt in 863.7690(a)(10) for
automated pallet cooling |ines or automated shakeout

lines.

(1) Follow these procedures to denonstrate
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conpliance by direct nmeasurenment of total hydrocarbons (a
surrogate for VOHAP) using a volatile organic conmpound
(VOC) CEMS.

(i) Using the VOC CEMS required in 863.7740(9),
nmeasure and record the concentration of total hydrocarbons
(as hexane) for 180 continuous operating m nutes. You
must neasure em ssions at the outlet of the control device
(or at the outlet of the em ssions source if no control
device is present) prior to any releases to the
at nosphere.

(i1) Reduce the nonitoring data to hourly averages
as specified in 863.8(g)(2).

(iii) Conmpute and record the 3-hour average of the
nmoni tori ng dat a.

(2) As an alternative to the procedures in paragraph
(f)(1) of this section, you may denonstrate conpliance
with the VOHAP emi ssions |imt in 863.7690(a)(10) by
establishing a site-specific TOC em ssions limt that is
correlated to the VOHAP em ssions |imt according to the
procedures in paragraph (f)(2)(i) through (ix) of this
section.

(i) Determ ne the VOHAP concentration for each test

run according to the test nmethods in 40 CFR part 60,
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appendi x A that are specified in paragraph (f)(2)(ii)
t hrough (vi) of this section.

(iit) Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling port
| ocati ons and the nunber of traverse points in each stack
or duct. Sanpling sites nust be |located at the outlet of
the control device (or at the outlet of the em ssions
source if no control device is present) prior to any
rel eases to the atnosphere.

(iii) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G to determ ne
the volunmetric flow rate of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to deternm ne the dry
nol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(v) Method 4 to determi ne the noisture content of
the stack gas.

(vi) Method 18 to determ ne the VOHAP concentrati on.
Alternatively, you may use Method 25 to determ ne the
concentration of TGNMO usi ng hexane as the calibration
gas.

(vii) Using the CEMS required in 863.7740(qg),
measure and record the concentration of total hydrocarbons
(as hexane) during each of the Method 18 (or Method 25)
sanpling runs. You nust neasure em ssions at the outl et

of the control device (or at the outlet of the em ssions
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source if no control device is present) prior to any
rel eases to the atnosphere.

(viii) Calculate the average VOHAP (or TGNMO)
concentration for the source test as the arithmetic
average of the concentrations neasured for the individual
test runs, and determ ne the average concentration of
total hydrocarbon (as hexane) as measured by the CEMS
during all test runs.

(ix) Calculate the site-specific VOC enmi ssions limt

usi ng Equation 2 of this section:

_ , CVO—IAP, ave
VoG, .., =20 __E?___ (Eq. 2)
CEM
Wher e:
Ciauwr,avg = Average concentration of VOHAP for the source

test in ppnv as neasured by Method 18 in 40 CFR
part 60, appendix A or the average
concentration of TGNMO for the source test in
ppmv as hexane as neasured by Method 25 in 40
CFR part 60, appendix A; and

Cenm = Aver age concentration of total hydrocarbons in
ppmv as hexane as neasured using the CEMS
during the source test.

(3) For two or nore exhaust streans from one or nore
aut omat ed conveyor and pallet cooling |lines or autonmated
shakeout |ines, conpute the flow wei ghted average

concentrati on of VOHAP em ssi ons for each conmbi nati on of
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exhaust streans using Equation 3 of this section:

VWher e:

C, FI ow- wei ght ed concentrati on of VOHAP or VOC, ppnmv

(as hexane);

C = Concentration of VOHAP or VOC from exhaust stream
“i”, ppmv (as hexane);

n = Nunmber of exhaust streanms sanpl ed; and

Q = Volunetric flowrate of effluent gas from exhaust
stream “i,” in dry standard cubic feet per mnute
(dscfm.

(g) To determ ne conpliance with the em ssions |limt
or standard in 863.7690(a)(11) for a TEA cold box nold or

core making line, follow the test methods in 40 CFR part

Cy= 22— (Eq. 3)

60, appendi x A, specified in paragraphs (g)(1) through (4)
of this section.

(1) Determne the TEA concentration for each test
run according to the test nethods in 40 CFR part 60,

appendi x A that are specified in paragraphs (g)(21) (i)



145

t hrough (v) of this section.

(i) Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling port |ocations
and the nunmber of traverse points in each stack or duct.
If you elect to neet the 99 percent reduction standard,
sanpling sites must be |ocated both at the inlet to the
control device and at the outlet of the control device
prior to any releases to the atnmosphere. |If you elect to
meet the concentration limt, the sanpling site nust be
| ocated at the outlet of the control device (or at the
outlet of the em ssions source if no control device is
present) prior to any releases to the atnosphere.

(ii) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G to determ ne
the volunetric flow rate of the stack gas.

(iii) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determne the dry
nol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the nmoisture content of
t he stack gas.

(v) Method 18 to determ ne the TEA concentration.
The Method 18 sanmpling option and tine nust be
sufficiently | ong such that either the TEA concentration
inthe field sanple is at least 5 times the limt of
detection for the analytical nmethod or the test results

cal cul ated using the | aboratory’s reported anal yti cal
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detection limt for the specific field sanples are |ess
than 1/5 of the applicable emssions Iimt. The adsorbent
t ube approach, as described in Method 18, may be required
to achieve the necessary analytical detection limts. The
sanpling time nust be at least 1 hour in all cases.

(2) Conduct the test as soon as practicable after
addi ng fresh acid solution and the system has reached
normal operating conditions.

(3) If you use a wet acid scrubber that is subject
to the operating limt in 863.7690(b)(5)(ii) for pH Ilevel,
determ ne the pH of the scrubber bl owdown using the
procedures in paragraph (g)(3)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) Measure the pH of the scrubber blowdown with the
CPMS required in 863.7740(f)(2) during each TEA sanpling
run in intervals of no nmore than 15 m nutes. Determ ne
and record the 3-hour average; or

(ii) Measure and record the pH |l evel using the probe
and neter required in 863.7740(f)(2) once each sanpling
run. Determine and record the average pH | evel for the
t hree runs.

(4) If you are subject to the 99 percent reduction
standard, cal culate the mass em ssions reduction using

Equation 4 of this section:
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E - Eo

% eduction = " 100% (Eq. 4)
i
Wher e:
E, = Mass emi ssions rate of TEA at control device inlet,
kg/ hr; and
E, = Mass emi ssions rate of TEA at control device outlet,
kg/ hr.

(h) To determ ne conpliance with the PMor tota
metal HAP em ssions limts in 863.7690(a)(1) through (6)
when one or nore regul ated em ssions sources are conbi ned
with either another regul ated em ssions source subject to
a different emssions limt or other non-regul ated
em ssions sources, you may denonstrate conpliance using
one of the procedures in paragraphs (h)(1) through (3) of
this section.

(1) Meet the nost stringent applicable em ssions
limt for the regulated em ssions sources included in the
conbi ned em ssions stream for the combi ned em ssions
stream

(2) Use the procedures in paragraphs (h)(2)(i)

t hrough (iii) of this section.
(i) Determne the volunetric flow rate of the

i ndi vi dual regul ated streans for which em ssions limts

apply.
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(ii) Calculate the flow weighted average eni ssions
limt, considering only the regul ated streanms, using
Equation 3 of this section, except C,is the flow wei ghted
average em ssions |limt for PMor total netal HAP in the
exhaust stream gr/dscf; and C is the concentration of PM
or total netal HAP in exhaust stream “i”, gr/dscf.

(iii) Meet the cal culated fl ow wei ghted average
em ssions limt for the regul ated em ssions sources
included in the conbined en ssions stream for the conbi ned
em ssi ons stream

(3) Use the procedures in paragraphs (h)(3)(i)
through (iii) of this section.

(i) Determne the PMor total metal HAP
concentration of each of the regulated streans prior to
t he conmbi nation with other exhaust streams or control
devi ce.

(ii) Measure the flowrate and PM or total netal HAP
concentration of the conmbined exhaust stream both before
the control device and cal cul ate the mass renoval
efficiency of the control device using Equation 4 of this
section, except E is the nmass em ssions rate of PM or
total nmetal HAP at the control device inlet, |Ib/hr and E,

is the nass enm ssions rate of PMor total netal HAP at
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control device outlet, Ib/hr.

(iii) Meet the applicable emssions |imt based on
the cal culated PMor total metal HAP concentration for the
regul at ed em ssions source using Equation 5 of this

secti on:

98eduction\
- ]

C =C (1
100

r el eased

(Eq. 5)

VWher e:

C eoeased = Calcul ated concentration of PM (or total netal
HAP) predicted to be released to the atnosphere
fromthe regul ated em ssions source, in gr/dscf;
and

C = Concentration of PM (or total netal HAP) in the

uncontroll ed regul ated exhaust stream in gr/dscf.

863. 7733 \What procedures nust | use to establish

operating limts?

(a) For each capture system subject to operating
limts in 863.7690(b)(1)(ii), you nust establish site-
specific operating limts in your operation and
mai nt enance plan according to the procedures in paragraphs
(a)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Concurrent with applicable enm ssions and opacity
tests, nmeasure and record values for each of the operating
l[imt parameters in your capture system operation and

mai nt enance plan according to the nonitoring requirenments
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in 863.7740(a).

(2) For any danpers that are manually set and renmain
at the sanme position at all tines the capture systemis
operating, the danmper position nust be visually checked
and recorded at the begi nning and end of each run.

(3) Review and record the nonitoring data. Ildentify
and explain any tines the capture system operated outside
the applicable operating limts.

(b) For each wet scrubber subject to the operating
l[imts in 863.7690(b)(2) for pressure drop and scrubber
water flow rate, you nust establish site-specific
operating limts according to the procedures specified in
par agraphs (b) (1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Using the CPMS required in 863.7740(c), measure
and record the pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate
in intervals of no nmore than 15 m nutes during each PM
test run.

(2) Conpute and record the 3-hour average pressure
drop and average scrubber water flow rate for each
sampling run in which the applicable em ssions I[imt is
met .

(c) For each conmbustion device applied to em ssions

froma scrap preheater or TEA cold box mold or core nmaking
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| ine subject to the operating limt in 863.7690(b)(4) for
conbusti on zone tenperature, you nust establish a site-
specific operating limt according to the procedures
specified in paragraphs (c)(1l) and (2) of this section.

(1) Using the CPMS required in 863.7740(e), measure
and record the conmbustion zone tenperature during each
sanpling run in intervals of no nore than 15 m nutes.

(2) Conpute and record the 3-hour average conbustion
zone tenperature for each sanpling run in which the
applicable em ssions limt is net.

(d) For each acid wet scrubber subject to the
operating limt in 863.7690(b)(5), you nust establish a
site-specific operating limt for scrubbing liquid flow
rate according to the procedures specified in paragraphs
(d)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Using the CPMS required in 863.7740(f), measure
and record the scrubbing liquid flow rate during each TEA
sanpling run in intervals of no nore than 15 m nutes.

(2) Conpute and record the 3-hour average scrubbing
liquid flow rate for each sanpling run in which the
applicable enmssions linmt is net.

(e) You may change the operating limts for a

capture system wet scrubber, acid wet scrubber, or
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conbustion device if you neet the requirenents in
par agraphs (e)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Submt a witten notification to the
Adm ni strator of your request to conduct a new perfornmance
test to revise the operating limt.

(2) Conduct a performance test to denonstrate
conpliance with the applicable em ssions |[imtation in
863. 7690.

(3) Establish revised operating limts according to
the applicable procedures in paragraphs (a) through (d) of
this section.

(f) You may use a previous performance test
(conduct ed since Decenmber 22, 2002) to establish an
operating limt provided the test neets the requirenents
of this subpart.

863.7734 How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with the

emissions limtations that apply to ne?

(a) You have denmonstrated initial conpliance with
the emi ssions limts in 863.7690(a) if:

(1) For each electric arc netal nelting furnace,
el ectric induction netal nelting furnace, or scrap
preheater at an existing iron and steel foundry,

(i) The average PM concentration in the exhaust
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stream determ ned according to the performance test
procedures in 863.7732(b), did not exceed 0.005 gr/dscf;
or

(ii) The average total netal HAP concentration in
t he exhaust stream determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in 863.7732(c), did not exceed
0. 0004 gr/dscf.

(2) For each cupola nmetal nelting furnace at an
existing iron and steel foundry,

(i) The average PM concentration in the exhaust
stream determ ned according to the performance test
procedures in 863.7732(b), did not exceed 0.006 gr/dscf;
or

(ii) The average total netal HAP concentration in
t he exhaust stream determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in 863.7732(c), did not exceed
0. 0005 gr/dscf.

(3) For each cupola netal nelting furnace or
electric arc netal nelting furnace at a new iron and st eel
foundry,

(i) The average PM concentration in the exhaust
stream determ ned according to the performance test

procedures in 863.7732(b), did not exceed 0.002 gr/dscf;
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or

(ii) The average total netal HAP concentration in
t he exhaust stream determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in 863.7732(c), did not exceed
0. 0002 gr/dscf.

(4) For each electric induction nmetal nelting
furnace or scrap preheater at a new iron and stee
foundry,

(i) The average PM concentration in the exhaust
stream determ ned according to the performance test
procedures in 863.7732(b), did not exceed 0.001 gr/dscf;
or

(ii) The average total netal HAP concentration in
t he exhaust stream determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in 863.7732(c), did not exceed
0. 00008 gr/dscf.

(5) For each pouring station at an existing iron and
steel foundry,

(i) The average PM concentration in the exhaust
stream neasured according to the perfornmance test
procedures in 863.7732(b), did not exceed 0.010 gr/dscf;
or

(ii) The average total netal HAP concentration in



155

t he exhaust stream determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in 863.7732(c), did not exceed
0. 0008 gr/dscf.

(6) For each pouring area or pouring station at a
new i ron and steel foundry,

(i) The average PM concentration in the exhaust
stream neasured according to the perfornmance test
procedures in 863.7732(b), did not exceed 0.002 gr/dscf;
or

(ii) The average total netal HAP concentration in
t he exhaust stream determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in 863.7732(c), did not exceed
0. 0002 gr/dscf.

(7) For each building or structure housi ng any
eni ssions source at the iron and steel foundry, the
opacity of fugitive em ssions discharged to the
at nosphere, determ ned according to the perfornmance test
procedures in 863.7732(d), did not exceed 20 percent (6-
nm nut e average), except for one 6-m nute average per hour
that did not exceed 27 percent opacity.

(8) For each cupola nmetal nelting furnace at a new
or existing iron and steel foundry, the average VOHAP

concentration, determ ned according to the performance
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test procedures in 863.7732(e), did not exceed 20 ppmv
corrected to 10 percent oxygen.

(9) For each scrap preheater at an existing iron and
steel foundry that does not neet the work practice
standards in 863.7700(e)(1) or (2) and for each scrap
preheater at a new iron and steel foundry that does not
neet the work practice standard in 863.7700(f), the
average VOHAP concentration determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in 863.7732(e), did not exceed
20 ppnv.

(10) For one or nore automated conveyor and pall et
cooling lines that use a sand nold system or automated
shakeout lines that use a sand nold system at a new
foundry,

(i) You have reduced the data fromthe CEMS to 3-
hour averages according to the performance test procedures
in 863.7732(f)(1) or (2); and

(ii) The 3-hour flow weighted average VOHAP
concentration, measured according to the perfornmance test
procedures in 863.7332(f)(1) or (2), did not exceed 20
ppmv.

(11) For each TEA cold box mold or core making |line

in a new or existing iron and steel foundry, the average
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TEA concentration, deterni ned according to the performance
test procedures in 863.7732(g) did not exceed 1 ppnv or
was reduced by 99 percent.

(b) You have denmpbnstrated initial conpliance with
the operating limts in 863.7690(b) if:

(1) For each capture system subject to the operating
limt in 863.7690(b)(1)(ii),

(i) You have established appropriate site-specific
operating limts in your operation and mai ntenance pl an
according to the requirenments in 863.7710(b); and

(ii1) You have a record of the operating paraneter
data neasured during the performance test in accordance
with 863.7733(a); and

(2) For each wet scrubber subject to the operating
[imts in 863.7690(b)(2) for pressure drop and scrubber
water flow rate, you have established appropriate site-
specific operating limts and have a record of the
pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate measured during
the performance test in accordance with 863. 7733(b).

(3) For each conmbustion device subject to the
operating limt in 863.7690(b)(3) for conmbustion zone
tenperature, you have a record of the conmbustion zone

t enperature measured during the performance test in
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accordance with 863.7732(e)(4).

(4) For each conmbustion device subject to the
operating limt in 863.7690(b)(4) for conmbustion zone
tenperature, you have established appropriate site-
specific operating limts and have a record of the
conmbusti on zone tenperature nmeasured during the
performance test in accordance with 863.7733(c).

(5) For each acid wet scrubber subject to the
operating limts in 863.7690(b)(5) for scrubbing liquid
flow rate and scrubber bl owdown pH

(i) You have established appropriate site-specific
operating limts for the scrubbing liquid flow rate and
have a record of the scrubbing liquid flow rate measured
during the performance test in accordance with
§63.7733(d); and

(ii1) You have a record of the pH of the scrubbing
liquid bl omdown measured during the performance test in
accordance with 863.7732(g)(3).

863. 7735 How do | denpnstrate initial conpliance with the

work practice standards that apply to nme?

(a) For each iron and steel foundry subject to the
certification requirenment in 863.7700(b), you have

denonstrated initial conpliance if you have certified in



159

your notification of conpliance status that: “At al
times, your foundry will purchase and use only certified
nmetal ingots, pig iron, slitter, or other materials that
do not include post-consuner autonotive body scrap, post-
consumer engi ne blocks, oil filters, oily turnings, |ead
conponents, mercury swi tches, plastics, or organic
liquids.”

(b) For each iron and steel foundry subject to the
requi rements in 863.7700(c) for a scrap inspection and
sel ection plan, you have denonstrated initial conpliance
if you have certified in your notification of conpliance
status that:

(1) You have subnitted a witten plan to the
Adm ni strator for approval according to the requirements
in 863.7700(c); and

(2) You will operate at all tinmes according to the
pl an requirenents.

(c) For each furan warm box nold or core making |line
in a new or existing foundry subject to the work practice
standard in 863.7700(d), you have denonstrated initial
conpliance if you have certified in your notification of
conpliance status that:

(1) You will nmeet the no methanol requirenment for
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the catal yst portion of each binder chem cal fornulation;
and

(2) You have records docunmenting your certification
of conpliance, such as a material safety data sheet
(provided that it contains appropriate information), a
certified product data sheet, or a manufacturer’s
hazardous air pollutant data sheet, onsite and avail abl e
for inspection.

(d) For each scrap preheater at an existing iron and
steel foundry subject to the work practice standard in
863.7700(e) (1) or (2), you have denobnstrated initial
conpliance if you have certified in your notification of
conpliance status that:

(1) You have installed a gas-fired preheater where
the flame directly contacts the scrap charged, you will
operate and mai ntain each gas-fired scrap preheater such
that the flame directly contacts the scrap charged, and
you have records docunenting your certification of
conpliance that are onsite and avail able for inspection;
or

(2) You will charge only material that is subject to
and in conpliance with the scrap certification

requi renments in 863.7700(b) and you have records
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documenti ng your certification of conpliance that are
onsite and avail able for inspection.

(e) For each scrap preheater at a new iron and steel
foundry subject to the work practice standard in
863. 7700(f), you have denonstrated initial conpliance if
you have certified in your notification of conpliance
status that you will charge only material that is subject
to and in conpliance with the scrap certification
requi renments in 863.7700(b) and you have records
docunmenti ng your certification of conpliance that are
onsite and avail able for inspection.

863. 7736  How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with the

operation and mai ntenance requirenments that apply to nme?

(a) For each capture system subject to an operating
[imt in 863.7690(b), you have denonstrated initial
conpliance if you have nmet the conditions in paragraphs
(a)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) You have certified in your notification of
conpliance status that:

(i) You have submtted the capture system operation
and mai nt enance plan to the Adm nistrator for approval
according to the requirenments of 863.7710(b); and

(iit) You will inspect, operate, and maintain each
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capture system according to the procedures in the plan.

(2) You have certified in your performance test
report that the system operated during the test at the
operating limts established in your operation and
mai nt enance pl an.

(b) For each control device subject to an operating
[imt in 863.7690(b), you have denonstrated initial
conpliance if you have certified in your notification of
conpliance status that:

(1) You have submtted the control device operation
and mai nt enance plan to the Adm nistrator for approval
according to the requirenments of 863.7710(b); and

(2) You will inspect, operate, and maintain each
control device according to the procedures in the plan.

(c) For each bag | eak detection system you have
denonstrated initial conpliance if you have certified in
your notification of conpliance status that:

(1) You have submtted the bag | eak detection system
nmonitoring plan to the Adm ni strator for approval
according to the requirenents of 863.7710(b);

(2) You will inspect, operate, and maintain each bag
| eak detection system according to the procedures in the

pl an; and
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(3) You will follow the corrective action procedures
for bag | eak detection system alarnms according to the
requirenments in the plan.

(d) For each pouring area and pouring station in a
new or existing foundry, you have denonstrated initial
conpliance if you have certified in your notification of
conpliance status report that:

(1) You have submtted the nmold vent ignition plan
to the Adm nistrator for approval according to the
requirenments in 863.7710(b); and

(2) You will follow the procedures for igniting nold
vent gases according to the requirenents in the plan.

Conti nuous Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7740 \What are ny nopnitoring requirenments?

(a) For each capture system subject to an operating
[imt in 863.7690(b) (1), you nust install, operate, and
mai ntain a CPMS according to the requirenents in
863. 7741(a) and the requirements in paragraphs (a)(1) and
(2) of this section.

(1) If you use a flow neasurenent device to nonitor
the operating |imt parameter, you nust at all tinmes
nmonitor the hourly average rate (e.g., the hourly average

actual volunmetric flow rate through each separately ducted
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hood or the average hourly total volunetric flow rate at
the inlet to the control device).

(2) Danpers that are nmanually set and remain in the
sane position are exenpt fromthe requirenent to instal
and operate a CPMs. |f danpers are not nanually set and
remain in the same position, you nust make a visual check
at | east once every 24 hours to verify that each danper
for the capture systemis in the sanme position as during
the initial performance test.

(b) For each negative pressure baghouse or positive
pressure baghouse equi pped with a stack that is applied to
meet any PMor total metal HAP emissions limtation in
this subpart, you nust at all times nonitor the relative
change in PM | oadi ngs using a bag | eak detection system
according to the requirenents in 863.7741(b) and conduct
i nspections at their specified frequencies according to
the requirements specified in paragraphs (b) (1) through
(8) of this section.

(1) Monitor the pressure drop across each baghouse
cell each day to ensure pressure drop is within the nornal
operating range identified in the nmanual .

(2) Confirmthat dust is being renoved from hoppers

t hrough weekly visual inspections or other neans of
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ensuring the proper functioning of renoval mechani sns.

(3) Check the conpressed air supply for pul se-jet
baghouses each day.

(4) Monitor cleaning cycles to ensure proper
operation using an appropriate nmethodol ogy.

(5) Check bag cl eaning nechani snms for proper
functioning through nonthly visual inspection or
equi val ent neans.

(6) Make nmonthly visual checks of bag tension on
reverse air and shaker-type baghouses to ensure that bags
are not kinked (kneed or bent) or lying on their sides.
You do not have to make this check for shaker-type
baghouses using self-tensioning (spring-Iloaded) devices.

(7) Confirmthe physical integrity of the baghouse
t hrough quarterly visual inspections of the baghouse
interior for air |eaks.

(8) Inspect fans for wear, material buildup, and
corrosion through quarterly visual inspections, vibration
det ectors, or equival ent neans.

(c) For each wet scrubber subject to the operating
[imts in 863.7690(b)(2), you nust at all times nonitor
t he 3-hour average pressure drop and scrubber water fl ow

rate using CPMS according to the requirenents in
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§63. 7741(c).

(d) For each combustion device subject to the
operating limt in 863.7690(b)(3), you nust at all tinmes
nmonitor the 15-m nute average conbustion zone tenperature
using a CPMsS according to the requirenents of 863.7741(d).

(e) For each conmbustion device subject to the
operating limt in 863.7690(b)(4), you nust at all times
nmoni tor the 3-hour average conbusti on zone tenperature
usi ng CPMS according to the requirenents in 863.7741(d).

(f) For each wet acid scrubber subject to the
operating limts in 863.7690(b)(5),

(1) You nust at all times nonitor the 3-hour average
scrubbing liquid flow rate using CPMS according to the
requi renments of 863.7741(e)(1); and

(2) You nust at all tinmes nmonitor the 3-hour average
pH of the scrubber blowdown using CPMS according to the
requi renments in 863.7741(e)(2) or neasure and record the
pH of the scrubber blowdown once per production cycle
using a pH probe and nmeter according to the requirenents
in 863.7741(e)(3).

(g) For one or nmore automated conveyor and pall et
cooling lines and automat ed shakeout |lines at a new iron

and steel foundry subject to the VOHAP enmissions limt in
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863.7690(a)(10), you nust at all times nmonitor the 3-hour
average VOHAP concentration using a CEMS according to the
requi renments of 863.7741(9).

863. 7741 \What are the installation, operation, and

mai nt enance requirenents for ny nonitors?

(a) For each capture system subject to an operating
[imt in 863.7690(b)(1), you must install, operate, and
mai ntai n each CPMS according to the requirenments in
par agraphs (a)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) If you use a flow neasurenent device to nonitor
an operating limt paraneter for a capture system you
must neet the requirenents in paragraphs (a)(1)(i) through
(iv) of this section.

(i) Locate the flow sensor and ot her necessary
equi pment such as straightening vanes in a position that
provi des a representative flow and that reduces swirling
fl ow or abnormal velocity distributions due to upstream
and downstream di st urbances.

(ii) Use a flow sensor with a m ni rum nmeasur enent
sensitivity of 2 percent of the flow rate.

(iii) Conduct a flow sensor calibration check at
| east sem annual lvy.

(iv) At least nmonthly, inspect all conponents for
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integrity, all electrical connections for continuity, and
all mechani cal connections for |eakage.

(2) If you use a pressure neasurenent device to
nmonitor the operating limt paranmeter for a capture
system you nust neet the requirenments in paragraphs
(a)(2)(i) through (vi) of this section.

(i) Locate the pressure sensor(s) in or as close to
a position that provides a representative neasurenent of
the pressure and that mnim zes or elimnates pul sating
pressure, vibration, and internal and external corrosion.

(ii) Use a gauge with a m ni mum neasur enment
sensitivity of 0.5 inch of water or a transducer with a
m ni mum measurement sensitivity of 1 percent of the
pressure range.

(iii) Check the pressure tap for pluggage daily.

(iv) Using a manoneter, check gauge calibration
gquarterly and transducer calibration nonthly.

(v) Conduct calibration checks any tinme the sensor
exceeds the manufacturer’s specified maxi mum operati ng
pressure range, or install a new pressure sensor.

(vi) At least nmonthly, inspect all conponents for
integrity, all electrical connections for continuity, and

all mechani cal connections for | eakage.
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(3) Record the results of each inspection,
cali bration, and validation check.

(b) You nust install, operate, and maintain a bag
| eak detection system according to the requirenents in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (7) of this section.

(1) The system nmust be certified by the manufacturer
to be capable of detecting em ssions of particulate matter
at concentrations of 10 mlligranms per actual cubic neter
(0.0044 grains per actual cubic foot) or |ess.

(2) The bag | eak detection system sensor mnust
provi de output of relative particulate matter | oadi ngs and
t he owner or operator shall continuously record the output
fromthe bag | eak detection system using el ectronic or
ot her neans (e.g., using a strip chart recorder or a data
| ogger).

(3) The system nust be equi pped with an al armthat
will sound when an increase in relative particul ate
| oadi ngs is detected over the alarm set point established
in the operation and mai ntenance plan, and the al arm nust
be | ocated such that it can be heard by the appropriate
pl ant personnel .

(4) The initial adjustnent of the system nust, at

m ni mum consi st of establishing the baseline output by
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adjusting the sensitivity (range) and the averagi ng period
of the device, and establishing the alarm set points and
the alarmdelay time (if applicable).

(5) Following the initial adjustnment, do not adjust
the sensitivity or range, averaging period, alarm set
point, or alarmdelay tinme w thout approval fromthe
Adm ni strator. Except, once per quarter, you may adj ust
the sensitivity of the bag | eak detection systemto
account for seasonable effects including tenperature and
hum dity according to the procedures in the operation and
mai nt enance plan required by 863.7710(b).

(6) For negative pressure, induced air baghouses,
and positive pressure baghouses that are discharged to the
at nosphere through a stack, the bag | eak detector sensor
must be installed downstream of the baghouse and upstream
of any wet scrubber.

(7) MWhere nultiple detectors are required, the
system s instrunmentation and al arm nmay be shared anong
det ect ors.

(c) For each wet scrubber subject to the operating
l[imts in 863.7690(b)(2), you nust install and maintain
CPMS to nmeasure and record the pressure drop and scrubber

water flow rate according to the requirenments in
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par agraphs (c)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) For each CPMS for pressure drop you mnust:

(i) Locate the pressure sensor in or as close as
possible to a position that provides a representative
measur enent of the pressure drop and that m nim zes or
el i m nates pul sating pressure, vibration, and internal and
external corrosion.

(ii) Use a gauge with a m ni nrum measur enent
sensitivity of 0.5 inch of water or a transducer with a
m ni nrum measurenment sensitivity of 1 percent of the
pressure range.

(iii1) Check the pressure tap for pluggage daily.

(iv) Using a manoneter, check gauge calibration
quarterly and transducer calibration nmonthly.

(v) Conduct calibration checks any tinme the sensor
exceeds the manufacturer’s specified maxi num operating
pressure range, or install a new pressure sensor.

(vi) At least nonthly, inspect all conponents for
integrity, all electrical connections for continuity, and
all mechani cal connections for | eakage.

(2) For each CPMs for scrubber liquid flow rate, you
must :

(i) Locate the flow sensor and ot her necessary
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equi pmrent in a position that provides a representative
flow and that reduces swirling flow or abnormal velocity
di stributions due to upstream and downstream di sturbances.

(ii) Use a flow sensor with a m ni nrum nmeasur enent
sensitivity of 2 percent of the flow rate.

(iii) Conduct a flow sensor calibration check at
| east sem annually according to the manufacturer’s
i nstructions.

(iv) At least nmonthly, inspect all conponents for
integrity, all electrical connections for continuity, and
all mechani cal connections for | eakage.

(d) For each combustion device subject to the
operating limt in 863.7690(b)(3) or (4), you mnust install
and maintain a CPMS to measure and record the conmbustion
zone tenperature according to the requirenents in
par agraphs (d) (1) through (8) of this section.

(1) Locate the tenperature sensor in a position that
provi des a representative tenperature.

(2) For a noncryogenic tenperature range, use a
tenperature sensor with a mninmumtol erance of 2.2°C or
0.75 percent of the tenperature val ue, whichever is
| arger.

(3) For a cryogenic tenperature range, use a
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tenperature sensor with a mninmumtol erance of 2.2°C or 2
percent of the tenperature value, whichever is |arger.

(4) Shield the tenperature sensor system from
el ectromagnetic interference and chem cal contam nants.

(5) If you use a chart recorder, it must have a
sensitivity in the mnor division of at |east 20°F.

(6) Performan electronic calibration at |east
sem annual |y according to the procedures in the
manuf acturer’s owners nmanual. Following the electronic
cal i bration, conduct a tenperature sensor validation
check, in which a second or redundant tenperature sensor
pl aced nearby the process tenperature sensor nust yield a
reading within 16.7°C of the process tenperature sensor’s
r eadi ng.

(7) Conduct calibration and validation checks any
time the sensor exceeds the manufacturer’s specified
maxi mum operating tenperature range, or install a new
t enperature sensor.

(8) At least nmonthly, inspect all conponents for
integrity and all electrical connections for continuity,
oxi dati on, and gal vanic corrosion.

(e) For each wet acid scrubber subject to the

operating limts in 863.7690(b)(5), you must:
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(1) Install and nmaintain CPMS to neasure and record
the scrubbing liquid flow rate according to the
requi rements in paragraph (c)(2) of this section; and

(2) Install and maintain CPMS to neasure and record
t he pH of the scrubber bl owdown according to the
requi rements in paragraph (e)(2)(i) through (iv) of this
section.

(i) Locate the pH sensor in a position that provides
a representative nmeasurenent of the pH and that m nim zes
or elimnates internal and external corrosion.

(ii) Use a gauge with a m ni mum neasur enment
sensitivity of 0.1 pH or a transducer with a m ni mum
measurenent sensitivity of 5 percent of the pH range.

(iii) Check gauge calibration quarterly and
transducer calibration nonthly using a manual pH gauge.

(iv) At least nonthly, inspect all conponents for
integrity, all electrical connections for continuity, and
all mechani cal connections for | eakage.

(3) As an alternative to the CPMS required in
par agraph (e)(2) of this section, you may use a pH probe
to extract a sanple for analysis by a pH neter that neets
the requirements in paragraphs (e)(3)(i) through (iii) of

this section.
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(i) The pH neter nust have a range of at least 1 to
5 or nore;

(ii) The pH neter nust have a accuracy of +0.1; and

(iii) The pH neter nust have a resolution of at
| east 0.1 pH

(f) You nust operate each CPMS used to neet the
requi renents of this subpart according to the requirenments
specified in paragraphs (f)(1) through (3) of this
section.

(1) Each CPMS nust conplete a m nimum of one cycle
of operation for each successive 15-m nute period. You
must have a m nimum of three of the required four data
points to constitute a valid hour of data.

(2) Each CPMS nust have valid hourly data for 100
percent of every averagi ng peri od.

(3) Each CPMs nust determ ne and record the hourly
average of all recorded readings and the 3-hour average of
all recorded readings.

(g) For each automated conveyor and pallet cooling
l'ine and automated shakeout line at a new iron and steel
foundry subject to the VOHAP emissions limt in
863. 7690(a) (10), you nust install, operate, and maintain a

CEMS to neasure and record the concentrati on of VOHAP
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eni ssions according to the requirenments in paragraphs
(g) (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) You nust install, operate, and maintain each
CEMS according to Performance Specification 8 in 40 CFR
part 60, appendi x B.

(2) You nust conduct a performance eval uation of
each CEMS according to the requirenents of 863.8 and
Performance Specification 8 in 40 CFR part 60, appendi x B.

(3) You nust operate each CEMS according to the
requi rements specified in paragraph (g)(3)(i) through (iv)
of this section.

(i) As specified in 863.8(c)(4)(ii), each CEMS nust
conplete a m ni mum of one cycle of operation (sanpling,
anal yzing, and data recording) for each successive 15-
nm nute period.

(i1) You nmust reduce CEMS data as specified in
863.8(9)(2).

(iii) Each CEMS nust determ ne and record the 3-hour
average em ssions using all the hourly averages collected
for periods during which the CEMS is not out-of-control.

(iv) Record the results of each inspection,
calibration, and validation check.

863. 7742 How do | nonitor and collect data to denpnstrate
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conti nuous conpliance?

(a) Except for monitoring mal functions, associ ated
repairs, and required quality assurance or control
activities (including as applicable, calibration checks
and required zero and span adjustments), you nust nonitor
continuously (or collect data at all required intervals)
any time a source of em ssions is operating.

(b) You may not use data recorded during nonitoring
mal functions, associated repairs, and required quality
assurance or control activities in data averages and
cal cul ations used to report en ssions or operating |evels
or to fulfill a mnimmdata availability requirenment, if
applicable. You nmust use all the data coll ected during
all other periods in assessing conpliance.

(c) A nonitoring mal function is any sudden,

i nfrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of the
nmonitoring systemto provide valid data. Monitoring
failures that are caused in part by poor nmaintenance or
carel ess operation are not mal functions.

863. 7743 How do | denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with

the enmissions limtations that apply to ne?

(a) You nust denmponstrate continuous conpliance by

neeting the applicable conditions in paragraphs (a)(1)
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t hrough (12) of this section:

(1) For each electric arc netal nelting furnace,
el ectric induction netal nelting furnace, or scrap
preheater at an existing iron and steel foundry,

(i) Maintaining the average PM concentration in the
exhaust stream at or bel ow 0.005 gr/dscf; or

(ii) Maintaining the average total nmetal HAP
concentration in the exhaust stream at or bel ow 0. 0004
gr/ dscf.

(2) For each cupola nmetal nelting furnace at an
existing iron and steel foundry,

(i) Maintaining the average PM concentration in the
exhaust stream at or bel ow 0.006 gr/dscf; or

(ii) Maintaining the average total nmetal HAP
concentration in the exhaust stream at or bel ow 0. 0005
gr/dscf.

(3) For each cupola netal nelting furnace or
electric arc netal nelting furnace at new iron and steel
foundry,

(i) Maintaining the average PM concentration in the
exhaust stream at or bel ow 0.002 gr/dscf; or

(ii) Maintaining the average total nmetal HAP

concentration in the exhaust stream at or bel ow 0.0002
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gr/ dscf.

(4) For each electric induction nmetal nelting
furnace or scrap preheater at a new iron and stee
foundry,

(i) Maintaining the average PM concentration in the
exhaust stream at or below 0.001 gr/dscf; or

(ii) Maintaining the average total nmetal HAP
concentration in the exhaust stream at or bel ow 0.00008
gr/ dscf.

(5) For each pouring station at an existing iron and
steel foundry,

(i) Maintaining the average PM concentration in the
exhaust stream at or bel ow 0.010 gr/dscf; or

(ii) Maintaining the average total nmetal HAP
concentration in the exhaust stream at or bel ow 0. 0008
gr/dscf.

(6) For each pouring area or pouring station at a
new i ron and steel foundry,

(i) Maintaining the average PM concentration in the
exhaust stream at or below 0.002 gr/dscf; or

(ii) Maintaining the average total nmetal HAP
concentration in the exhaust stream at or bel ow 0.0002

gr/ dscf.
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(7) For each building or structure housi ng any
em ssions source at the iron and steel foundry,
mai ntai ning the opacity of any fugitive em ssions
di scharged to the atnmosphere at or bel ow 20 percent
opacity (6-m nute average), except for one 6-ninute
average per hour that does not exceed 27 percent opacity.

(8) For each cupola nmetal nelting furnace at a new
or existing iron and steel foundry, nmaintaining the
average VOHAP concentration in the exhaust stream at or
bel ow 20 ppnmv corrected to 10 percent oxygen

(9) For each scrap preheater at an existing new iron
and steel foundry that does not conply with the work
practice standard in 863.7700(e)(1) or (2) and for each
scrap preheater at a new iron and steel foundry that does
not conply with the work practice standard in 863.7700(f),
mai ntai ning the average VOHAP concentration in the exhaust
stream at or bel ow 20 ppnv.

(10) For one or nore automated conveyor and pall et
cooling lines or automated shakeout |ines that use a sand
nold systemat a new iron and steel foundry,

(i) Maintaining the 3-hour flow weighted average

VOHAP concentration in the exhaust stream at or bel ow 20
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(i1) Inspecting and mai ntaining each CEMS accordi ng
to the requirements of 863.7741(g) and recording all
i nformati on needed to docunment conformance with these
requi renents; and

(iv) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
according to the requirenments of 863.7741(g) and recording
all information needed to docunment conformance with these
requi rements.

(11) For each TEA cold box nold or core making line
at a new or existing iron and steel foundry, maintaining a
99 percent reduction in the VOHAP concentration in the
exhaust stream or maintaining the average VOHAP
concentration in the exhaust stream at or below 1 ppnv.

(12) Conducting subsequent performance tests at
| east every 5 years for each em ssions source subject to
an emssions limt for PM total metal HAP, VOHAP, or TEA
in 863.7690(a) and subsequent performance tests at | east
every 6 nonths for each building or structure subject to
the opacity limt in 863.7690(a)(7).

(b) You nust denonstrate continuous conpliance for
each capture system subject to an operating limt in
863. 7690(b) (1) by neeting the requirenments in paragraphs

(b)(1) and (2) of this section.
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(1) Operating the capture system at or above the
| owest val ues or settings established for the operating
l[imts in your operation and naintenance plan; and

(2) Monitoring the capture system according to the
requi renments in 863.7740(a) and collecting, reducing, and
recording the nonitoring data for each of the operating
limt parameters according to the applicable requirenents
in this subpart.

(b) For each baghouse equi pped with a bag | eak
detection system

(1) Maintaining records of the tines the bag | eak
detection system al arm sounded, and for each valid alarm
the time you initiated corrective action, the corrective
action taken, and the date on which corrective action was
conpl et ed; and

(2) Inspecting and mai ntai ning each baghouse
according to the requirenents of 863.7740(b) (1) through
(8) and recording all information needed to docunent
conformance with these requirenents.

(c) For each wet scrubber that is subject to the
operating limts in 863.7690(b)(2), you must denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance by:

(1) Maintaining the 3-hour average pressure drop and
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3-hour average scrubber water flow rate at |evels no | ower
than those established during the initial or subsequent
performance test,;

(2) Inspecting and mai ntaining each CPMS accordi ng
to the requirements of 863.7741(c) and recording all
i nformati on needed to docunment conformance with these
requi renents; and

(3) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate according to
the requirements of 863.7741(f) and recording al
i nformati on needed to docunent conformance with these
requi rements.

(d) For each conbustion device that is subject to
the operating limt in 863.7690(b)(3), you nust
denonstrate continuous conpliance by:

(1) Maintaining the 15-m nute average conbustion
zone tenperature at a level no |ower than 1, 300°F;

(2) Inspecting and mai ntaining each CPMS accordi ng
to the requirements of 863.7741(d) and recording all
i nformati on needed to docunment conformance with these
requi renents; and

(3) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for

conbusti on zone tenperature according to the requirenents
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of 863.7741(f) and recording all information needed to
docunment conformance with these requirenments.

(e) For each conbustion device that is subject to
the operating limt in 863.7690(b)(4), you mnust
denonstrate continuous conpliance by:

(1) Maintaining the 3-hour average conbustion zone
tenperature at a level no | ower that established during
the initial or subsequent performance test;

(2) Inspecting and mai ntaini ng each CPMS accordi ng
to the requirements of 863.7741(d) and recording all
i nformati on needed to docunent conformance with these
requi renents; and

(3) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
conbusti on zone tenperature according to the requirenents
of 863.7741(f) and recording all informtion needed to
docunment conformance with these requirenents.

(f) For each acid wet scrubber subject to the
operating limts in 863.7690(b)(5), you nust denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance by:

(1) Maintaining the 3-hour average scrubbing |iquid
flowrate at a I evel no | ower than the | evel established
during the initial or subsequent performance test;

(2) Maintaining the 3-hour average pH of the



185

scrubber bl owdown at a | evel no higher than 4.5 (if
measured by a CPMS) or maintaining the pH Ilevel of the
scrubber bl owdown during each production shift no higher
t han 4.5;

(3) Inspecting and mai ntaining each CPMS accordi ng
to the requirements of 863.7741(e) and recording all
i nformati on needed to docunent conformance with these
requi renents; and

(4) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
scrubbing liquid flow rate and scrubber bl owdown pH
according to the requirenents of 863.7741(f) and recording
all information needed to docunent conformance with these
requirenents. |If the pH level of the scrubber bl owdown is
measured by a probe and neter, you nust denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance by maintaining records that docunment
the date, time, and results of each sanple taken for each
production shift.

863. 7744 How do | denpnstrate conti nuous conpliance with

the work practice standards that apply to ne?

(a) You nust maintain records that docunment
continuous conpliance with the certification requirenents
in 863.7700(b) or with the procedures in your scrap

sel ection and inspection plan required in 863.7700(c).
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Your records docunenting conpliance with the scrap

sel ection and i nspection plan nust include an copy (kept
onsite) of the procedures used by the scrap supplier for
ei ther renoving accessible nercury switches or for

pur chasi ng aut onobi |l e bodi es that have had mercury

swi tches renoved, as applicable.

(b) You nust keep records of the chem cal
conposition of all catalyst binder formulations applied in
each furan warm box nold or core making line at a new or
existing iron and steel foundry to denonstrate continuous
conpliance with the requirenments in 863.7700(d).

(c) For a scrap preheater at an existing iron and
steel foundry, you nust operate and nmaintain each gas-
fired preheater such that the flanme directly contacts the
scrap charged to denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the requirenment 863.7700(e)(1). |If you choose to neet the
wor k practice standard in 863.7700(e)(2), you nust keep
records to docunent that the scrap preheater charges only
material that is subject to and in conpliance with the
scrap certification requirenments in 863.7700(b).

(d) For a scrap preheater at a new iron and steel
foundry, you nmust keep records to docunent that each scrap

preheater charges only material that is subject to and in
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conpliance with the scrap certification requirenents in
863. 7700(b) to denonstrate continuous conpliance with the
requi rement in 863.7700(f).

863. 7745 How do | denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with

t he operati on and nmmi nt enance requirenents that apply to

me?

(a) For each capture system and control device for
an em ssions source subject to an emssions limt in
863.7690(a), you nust denonstrate continuous conpliance
with the operation and maintenance requirenents of
§63. 7710 by:

(1) Making nmonthly inspections of capture systens
and initiating corrective action according to
863. 7710(b) (1) and recording all information needed to
document conformance with these requirenents;

(2) Performng preventative mai ntenance for each
control device according to the preventive maintenance
pl an required by 863.7710(b)(3) and recording al
i nformati on needed to docunment conformance with these
requi rements;

(3) Operating and mai ntai ni ng each bag | eak
detection system according to the site-specific nonitoring

pl an required by 863.7710(b)(4) and recordi ng al
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i nformati on needed to denonstrate conformance with these
requi rements;

(3) Initiating and conpleting corrective action for
a bag | eak detection system alarm according to the
corrective action plan required by 863.7710(b)(5) and
recording all information needed to docunent conformance
with these requirenments; and

(4) Igniting gases fromnmold vents according to the
procedures in the plan required by 863.7710(b)(6). (Any
i nstance where you fail to follow the procedures is a
devi ati on that must be included in your sem annual
conpliance report.)

(b) You nust maintain a current copy of the
operation and mai ntenance plans required by 863.7710(b)
onsite and avail able for inspection upon request. You
must keep the plans for the life of the iron and steel
foundry or until the iron and steel foundry is no |onger
subject to the requirenents of this subpart.

863. 7746 \What other requirenents must | neet to

denonstrate continuous conpli ance?

(a) Deviations. You nust report each instance in
whi ch you did not neet each em ssions |[imtation in

863. 7690 (including each operating limt) that applies to
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you. This requirenment includes periods of startup,

shut down, and mal function. You also nust report each
instance in which you did not neet each work practice
standard in 863. 7700 and each operation and mai ntenance
requi renment of 863.7710 that applies to you. These

i nstances are deviations fromthe em ssions |limtations,
wor k practice standards, and operation and nmai nt enance
requi rements in this subpart. These deviations nust be
reported according to the requirenents of 863.7751.

(b) Startups, shutdowns, and mal functions. During
periods of startup, shutdown, and mal function, you nust
operate in accordance with your startup, shutdown, and
mal function pl an.

(1) Consistent with the requirenents of 8863.6(e)
and 63.7(e) (1), deviations that occur during a period of
startup, shutdown, or malfunction are not violations if
you denonstrate to the Admi nistrator’s satisfaction that
you were operating in accordance with the startup,
shut down, and nmal functi on pl an.

(2) The Adm nistrator will determ ne whether
devi ati ons that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or mal function are violations according to the

provi sions in 863.6(e).
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863. 7747 How do | apply for alternative npbnitoring

requi renents for a continuous em SSions nonitoring systenf?

(a) You may request an alternative nonitoring method
to denonstrate conpliance with the VOHAP em ssions limts
in 863.7690(a)(10) for automated pallet cooling lines or
aut omat ed shakeout lines at a new iron and steel foundry
according to the procedures in this section.

(b) You can request approval to use an alternative
nmonitoring nmethod in the notification of construction or
reconstruction for new sources, or at any tine.

(c) You nust submit a nonitoring plan that includes
a description of the control technique or pollution
prevention technique, a description of the continuous
nmonitoring system or method including appropriate
operating paranmeters that will be nonitored, test results
denonstrating conpliance with the em ssions limt,
operating limt(s) (if applicable) determ ned according to
the test results, and the frequency of neasuring and
recording to establish continuous conpliance. |If
appl i cabl e, you nust also include operation and
mai nt enance requirements for the nonitors.

(d) The nonitoring plan is subject to approval by

the Adm nistrator. Use of the alternative nonitoring
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met hod nust not begin until approval is granted by the
Adm ni strator.
Noti fications, Reports, and Records

863. 7750 What notifications nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submit all of the notifications
requi red by 8863.6(h)(4) and (5), 63.7(b) and (c);
63.8(e); 63.8(f)(4) and (6); 63.9(b) through (h) that
apply to you by the specified dates.

(b) As specified in 863.9(b)(2), if you start up
your iron and steel foundry before [ DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF

THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER], you mnust submit

your initial notification no |ater than [120 CALENDAR DAYS
AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE

FEDERAL REG STER] .

(c) As specified in 863.9(b)(3), if you start up
your new iron and steel foundry on or after [DATE OF

PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REQ STER],

you nmust submt your initial notification no |ater than
120 cal endar days after you becone subject to this
subpart.

(d) If you are required to conduct a perfornance
test, you nmust submt a notification of intent to conduct

a performance test at |east 60 cal endar days before the
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performance test is scheduled to begin as required by
863.7(b)(1).

(e) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test or other initial conpliance denonstration, you nust
submt a notification of conpliance status according to
the requirenments of 863.9(h)(2)(ii).

(1) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does not include a performnce test, you nust submt the
notification of conpliance status before the close of
busi ness on the 30th cal endar day foll ow ng conpl etion of
the initial conpliance denonstration.

(2) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does include a performance test, you nust submt the
notification of conpliance status, including the
performance test results, before the close of business on
the 60th cal endar day followi ng the conpletion of the
performance test according to the requirement specified in
863.10(d) (2).

8§63. 7751 \What reports nmust | subnmit and when?

(a) Conpliance report due dates. Unless the
Adm ni strat or has approved a different schedul e, you nust
subm t a sem annual conpliance report to your permtting

authority according to the requirenents specified in
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par agraphs (a)(1) through (5) of this section.

(1) The first conpliance report nust cover the
peri od begi nning on the conpliance date that is specified
for your iron and steel foundry by 863. 7683 and endi ng on
June 30 or Decenber 31, whichever date cones first after
the conpliance date that is specified for your iron and
steel foundry.

(2) The first conpliance report nust be postnmarked
or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31,
whi chever date conmes first after your first conpliance
report is due.

(3) Each subsequent conpliance report nust cover the
sem annual reporting period fromJanuary 1 through June 30
or the sem annual reporting period fromJuly 1 through
Decenber 31

(4) Each subsequent conpliance report nust be
post mar ked or delivered no later than July 31 or January
31, whichever date conmes first after the end of the
sem annual reporting period.

(5) For each iron and steel foundry that is subject
to permtting regulations pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40
CFR part 71, and if the permtting authority has

establi shed dates for submtting sem annual reports
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pursuant to 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR
71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), you my submt the first and
subsequent conpliance reports according to the dates the
permtting authority has established instead of the dates
specified in paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(b) Conpliance report contents. Each conpliance
report nust include the information specified in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (3) of this section and, as
appl i cabl e, paragraphs (b)(4) through (8) of this section.

(1) Conpany name and address.

(2) Statenment by a responsible official, with that
official’s nane, title, and signature, certifying the
truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness of the content of the
report.

(3) Date of report and begi nning and endi ng dates of
the reporting period.

(4) If you had a startup, shutdown, or mal function
during the reporting period and you took action consistent
with your startup, shutdown, and mal function plan, the
conpliance report nust include the information in
§63.10(d) (5)(i).

(5) If there were no deviations from any eni ssions
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limtations (including operating limt), work practice
st andards, or operation and mai ntenance requirenents, a
statenent that there were no deviations fromthe emn ssions
limtations, work practice standards, or operation and
mai nt enance requirenents during the reporting period.

(6) If there were no periods during which a
continuous nmonitoring system (including a CPMS or CEMS)
was out-of-control as specified by 863.8(c)(7), a
statenment that there were no periods during which the CPMS
was out-of-control during the reporting period.

(7) For each deviation froman enissions linmtation
(including an operating limt) that occurs at an iron and
steel foundry for which you are not using a continuous
nmonitoring system (including a CPMS or CEMS) to conply
with an emi ssions limtation or work practice standard
required in this subpart, the conpliance report nust
contain the information specified in paragraphs (b) (1)
through (4) and (b)(7)(i) and (ii) of this section. This
requi renment includes periods of startup, shutdown, and
mal functi on.

(i) The total operating time of each eni ssions
source during the reporting period.

(iit) Information on the number, duration, and cause
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of deviations (including unknown cause) as applicable and
the corrective action taken.

(8) For each deviation froman enissions linmtation
(i ncluding an operating limt) or work practice standard
occurring at an iron and steel foundry where you are using
a continuous nonitoring system (including a CPMS or CEMS)
to comply with the em ssions limtation or work practice
standard in this subpart, you nust include the information
specified in paragraphs (b) (1) through (4) and (b)(8)(i)

t hrough (xi) of this section. This requirenent includes
peri ods of startup, shutdown, and nmal function.

(i) The date and tine that each mal function started
and stopped.

(ii) The date and tinme that each continuous
nmonitoring system was i noperative, except for zero (Il ow-
| evel ) and high-1evel checks.

(iii) The date, tinme, and duration that each
continuous nmonitoring system was out-of-control, including
the information in 863.8(c)(8).

(iv) The date and tinme that each deviation started
and stopped, and whet her each deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during

anot her peri od.
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(v) A summary of the total duration of the
devi ati ons during the reporting period and the total
duration as a percent of the total source operating tinme
during that reporting period.

(vi) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ations during the reporting period into those that are
due to startup, shutdown, control equi pnent problens,
process problens, other known causes, and unknown causes.

(vii) A summary of the total duration of continuous
nmonitoring system downti me during the reporting period and
the total duration of continuous nonitoring system
downtime as a percent of the total source operating tine
during the reporting period.

(viii) A brief description of the process units.

(ix) A brief description of the continuous
noni toring system

(x) The date of the latest continuous nonitoring
systemcertification or audit.

(xi) A description of any changes in continuous
noni toring systems, processes, or controls since the | ast
reporting period.

(c) Immediate startup, shutdown, and nmal function

report. |If you had a startup, shutdown, or malfunction
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during the sem annual reporting period that was not
consistent with your startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an, you nust submt an imrediate startup, shutdown, and
mal function report according to the requirenments of
863.10(d) (5)(ii).

(d) Part 70 nonitoring report. |If you have obtained
atitle V operating permt for an iron and steel foundry
pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40 CFR part 71, you nust
report all deviations as defined in this subpart in the
sem annual nonitoring report required by 40
CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A. If
you submt a conpliance report for an iron and steel
foundry along with, or as part of, the sem annual
nonitoring report required by 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or
40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), and the conpliance report
includes all the required information concerning
devi ations fromany em ssions |imtation or operation and
mai nt enance requirenment in this subpart, subm ssion of the
conpliance report satisfies any obligation to report the
sanme deviations in the sem annual nonitoring report.
However, subm ssion of a conpliance report does not
ot herwi se affect any obligation you my have to report

devi ations frompermt requirenents for an iron and steel



199

foundry to your permtting authority.

863. 7752 \What records nust | keep?

(a) You nust keep the records specified in
par agraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this section:

(1) A copy of each notification and report that you
submtted to conply with this subpart, including al
docunment ati on supporting any initial notification or
notification of conpliance status that you subm tted,
according to the requirenents of 863.10(b)(2)(xiv).

(2) The records specified in 863.6(e)(3)(iii)

t hrough (v) related to startup, shutdown, and nmal function.

(3) Records of performance tests and perfornmance
eval uations as required by 863.10(b)(2)(viii).

(4) Records of the annual quantity of each chem cal
bi nder or coating material used to make nolds and cores,
the Material Data Safety Sheet or other docunentation that
provi des the chem cal conposition of each conponent, and
t he annual quantity of HAP used at the foundry.

(b) You nust keep the follow ng records for each
CEMS.

(1) Records described in 863.10(b)(2)(vi) through
(xi).

(2) Previous (i.e., superseded) versions of the
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performance eval uation plan as required in 863.8(d)(3).

(3) Request for alternatives to relative accuracy
tests for CEMS as required in 863.8(f)(6)(i).

(4) Records of the date and tinme that each deviation
started and stopped, and whether the deviation occurred
during a period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or
duri ng anot her peri od.

(c) You nust keep the records required by 8863. 7743,
63. 7744, and 63. 7745 to show continuous conpliance with
each em ssions limtation, work practice standard, and
operation and mai nt enance requi rement that applies to you.

863. 7753 1 n what formand for how | ong nmust | keep ny

records?

(a) You nust keep your records in a formsuitable
and readily avail able for expeditious review, according to
the requirenents of 863.10(b)(1).

(b) As specified in 863.10(b)(1), you must keep each
record for 5 years following the date of each occurrence,
measur enment, mai ntenance, corrective action, report, or
record.

(c) You nust keep each record onsite for at |east 2
years after the date of each occurrence, measurenent,

mai nt enance, corrective action, report, or record
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according to the requirenents in 863.10(b)(1). You can
keep the records for the previous 3 years offsite.
Ot her Requirenents and I nformation

8§63. 7760 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to

me?
Table 1 to this subpart shows which parts of the
General Provisions in 8863.1 through 63.15 apply to you.

863. 7761 \Who i nmplenments and enforces this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be inplenmented and enforced by
us, the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA), or a
del egated authority such as your State, |ocal, or tribal
agency. |If the U S. EPA Adm ni strator has del egated
authority to your State, local, or tribal agency, then
that agency, in addition to the U S. EPA, has the
authority to inplenent and enforce this subpart. You
shoul d contact your U. S. EPA Regional Ofice to find out
if inplementation and enforcenent of this subpart is
del egated to your State, local, or tribal agency.

(b) In delegating inplenmentation and enforcenent
authority of this subpart to a State, local, or triba
agency under 40 CFR part 63, subpart E, the authorities
contai ned in paragraph (c) of this section are retained by

the Adm nistrator of the U.S. EPA and are not transferred
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to the State, local, or tribal agency.

(c) The authorities that cannot be del egated to
State, local, or tribal agencies are specified in
par agraphs (c)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Approval of alternatives to non-opacity
em ssions limtations in 863.7690 and work practice
standards in 863. 7700 under 863.6(Q).

(2) Approval of mmjor alternatives to test nethods
under 863.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f) and as defined in 863. 90.

(3) Approval of major alternatives to nonitoring
under 863.8(f) and as defined in 863.90.

(4) Approval of mmjor alternatives to recordkeeping
and reporting under 863.10(f) and as defined in 863. 90.

Definitions

8§63. 7765 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Terms used in this subpart are defined in the Clean Air
Act (CAA), in 863.2, and in this section.

Aut omat ed conveyor and pallet cooling |line neans any

dedi cated conveyor |ine or area used for cooling nolds
received from pouring stations.

Aut onat ed shakeout |ine nmeans any nechani cal process

unit designed for and dedicated to separating a casting

froma nmold. These nechani cal processes include, but are
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not limted to, shaker decks, rotary separators, and high-
frequency vibration units. Automated shakeout |ines do
not include manual processes for separating a casting from
a nold, such as personnel using a hamrer, chisel, pick ax,
sl edge hammrer, or jackhammer.

Bag | eak detection system nmeans a systemthat is

capabl e of continuously nonitoring relative particul ate
matter (dust) loadings in the exhaust of a baghouse to

det ect bag | eaks and ot her upset conditions. A bag |eak
detection systemincludes, but is not limted to, an
instrunent that operates on triboelectric, electrodynam c,
light scattering, light transmttance, or other effect to
continuously nonitor relative particulate matter | oadings.

Bi nder cheni cal neans a conponent of a system of

chem cals used to bind sand together into nolds, nold
sections, and cores through chem cal reaction as opposed
to pressure.

Capture system neans the collection of conponents

used to capture gases and funes rel eased from one or nore
em ssions points and then convey the captured gas stream
to a control device or to the atnosphere. A capture
system may include, but is not limted to, the follow ng

conponents as applicable to a given capture system design:
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duct intake devices, hoods, enclosures, ductwork, danpers,
mani f ol ds, pl enuns, and fans.

Cold box mold or core meking line neans a nmold or

core making line in which the formed aggregate is hardened
by catalysis with a gas.

Conbustion device neans an afterburner, therml

i ncinerator, or scrap preheater.

Conveyance neans the system of equi pment that is

designed to capture pollutants at the source, convey them
t hr ough ductwork, and exhaust them using forced
ventilation. A conveyance may, but does not necessarily

i nclude, control equipnent designed to reduce em ssions of
the pollutants. Em ssions that are rel eased through

w ndows, vents, or other general building ventilation or
exhaust systens are not considered to be discharged

t hrough a conveyance.

Cooling nmeans the process of nolten netal
solidification within the nold and subsequent tenperature
reduction prior to shakeout.

Cupol a neans a vertical cylindrical shaft furnace
t hat uses coke and forms of iron and steel such as scrap
and foundry returns as the prinmary charge conponents and

nelts the iron and steel through conmbustion of the coke by
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a forced upward fl ow of heated air.

Devi ati on nmeans any instance in which an affected
source or an owner or operator of such an affected source:
(1) Fails to neet any requirenment or obligation
established by this subpart including, but not limted to,
any em ssions limtation (including operating limts),
wor k practice standard, or operation and mai ntenance

requirenment;

(2) Fails to nmeet any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenent an applicable requirement in this
subpart and that is included in the operating permt for
any iron and steel foundry required to obtain such a
permt; or

(3) Fails to neet any emi ssions |[imtation
(i ncluding operating limts) or work practice standard in
this subpart during startup, shutdown, or malfunction,
regardl ess of whether or not such failure is permtted by
this subpart.

El ectric arc furnace neans a vessel in which forns of

iron and steel such as scrap and foundry returns are
nel ted through resistance heating by an electric current
flow ng through the arcs forned between the el ectrodes and

the surface of the netal and also flow ng through the
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net al between the arc paths.

El ectric induction furnace neans a vessel in which

forms of iron and steel such as scrap and foundry returns
are nelted though resistance heating by an electric
current that is induced in the metal by passing an
alternating current through a coil surrounding the netal
charge or surrounding a pool of nmolten nmetal at the bottom
of the vessel.

Emi ssions limtation nmeans any enissions linmt or

operating limt.

Exhaust stream neans gases emtted froma process

t hrough a conveyance as defined in this subpart.

Fresh acid solution neans a sulfuric acid solution

used for the control of triethylam ne em ssions that has a
pH of 2.0 or |ess.

Fugitive eni ssions neans any pollutant released to

t he atnosphere that is not discharged through a conveyance
as defined in this subpart.

Furan warm box mold or core meking |line means a nold

or core making line in which the binder chem cal system
used is that system commonly designated furan warm box
system by the foundry industry.

Hazardous air pollutant means any substance on the
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list originally established in 112(b) (1) of the CAA and

subsequently amended as published in the Code of Federal

Requl ati ons.

lron and steel foundry neans a facility or portion of

a facility that nmelts scrap, ingot, and/or other forns of
iron and/or steel and pours the resulting nolten netal
into nolds to produce final or near final shape products
for introduction into commerce. Research and devel opnent
facilities and operations that only produce non-comrerci al
castings are not included in this definition.

Metal nelting furnace neans a cupola, electric arc

furnace, or electric induction furnace that converts
scrap, foundry returns, and/or other solid forns of iron
and/ or steel to a liquid state. This definition does not

i nclude a hol ding furnace, an argon oxygen decarburi zation
vessel, or ladle that receives molten netal from a netal
nmel ting furnace, to which nmetal ingots or other material
may be added to adjust the nmetal chem stry.

Mol d or core naking |line neans the collection of

equi pnent that is used to m x an aggregate of sand and
bi nder chemi cals, formthe aggregate into final shape, and
harden the fornmed aggregate. This definition does not

include a line for making green sand nolds or cores.
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Mol d vent neans an intentional opening in a nold
t hrough whi ch gases containing pyrolysis products of
organi c nold and core constituents produced by contact
with or proximty to molten nmetal normally escape the nold
during and after metal pouring.

Pouring area neans an area, generally associated with

floor and pit nolding operations, in which nolten nmetal is
brought to each individual nold. Pouring areas include
all pouring operations that do not neet the definition of
a pouring station.

Pouri ng station neans the fixed | ocation to which

nol ds are brought in a continuous or sem conti nuous manner
to receive nolten nmetal, after which the nolds are noved
to a cooling area.

Responsi bl e official nmeans responsible official as

defined in 863. 2.

Scrap preheater means a vessel or other piece of

equi pnment in which netal scrap that is to be used as
nmelting furnace feed is heated to a tenperature high
enough to elimnate nmoisture and other volatile inpurities
or tranp materials by direct flame heating or simlar
means of heating.

Scrubber bl owdown neans |iquor or slurry discharged
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froma wet scrubber that is either renoved as a waste
stream or processed to renove inpurities or adjust its
conposition or pH before being returned to the scrubber.

Wbrk practice standard neans any design, equi pment,

wor k practice, or operational standard, or conbination
thereof, that is pronul gated pursuant to section 112(h) of
t he CAA.

Tabl es to Subpart EEEEE of Part 63

(As stated in 863.7760, you nust neet each requirenment in
the followng table that applies to you.)

Table 1 to Subpart EEEEE of Part 63. Applicability of
General Provisions to Subpart EEEEE

Citation Subj ect Appl i es Expl anati on
to
Subpart
EEEEE?
63.1 Applicability Yes.
63. 2 Definitions Yes.
63.3 Units and Yes.
abbrevi ati ons
63. 4 Pr ohi bi t ed Yes.
activities
63.5 Constructi on/ Yes.
reconstruction
63.6(a)-(Q9) Compl i ance with Yes.

st andar ds and
mai nt enance
requi renments
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63. 6(h) Opacity and Yes.
vi si bl e
en ssi ons
st andar ds
63.6(i)(1)-(j) Conpliance Yes.
ext ensi on and
Presi denti al
compl i ance
exenption
63.7(a)(3), Per f or mance Yes.
(b)-(h) testing
requirenments
63.7(a)(1)- Applicability No Subpart EEEEE
(a)(2) and performance specifies
test dates applicability
and
per f or mance
test dates.
63.8(a)(1)- Moni t ori ng Yes. Subpart EEEEE
(a)(3),(b), requirenments specifies
(c)(1)-(c)(3), requi renments
(c)(6)- for
(c)(8), (d), alternative
(e), (f)(1)- noni t ori ng
(f)(6),(9)(1)- systens.
(9) (4)
63.8(a)(4) Addi ti onal No Subpart EEEEE
noni t ori ng does not
requi rements for require
control devices flares.
in 863.11
63.8(c)(4) Cont i nuous No Subpart EEEEE

noni t ori ng
syst em ( CMS)
requi rements

specifies
requi rements
for operation
of CMS and
CEMS.
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63.8(c)(5) Cont i nuous No Subpart EEEEE
opacity does not
nmoni tori ng requi re COWVS.
syst em ( COVS)
M ni mum
Procedures
63.8(9g)(5) Dat a reducti on No Subpart EEEEE
specifies
dat a
reduction
requi renments.
63.9 Noti fication Yes.
requirenments
63.10(a), Recor dkeepi ng Yes Addi ti onal
(b)(1)- and reporting records for
(b)(2)(xii) - requi rements CMS in
(b) (2) (xiv), 863.10(c) (1) -
(b) (3), (6),(9)-(15)
(c)(1)-(6), apply only to
(c)(9)-(15), CEMS.
(d)(1)-(2),
(e)(1)- (2),
(f)

63.10(c) (7) -
(8)

Recor ds of No
excess eni ssions

and paraneter

nmoni tori ng
exceedances for

CMs

Subpart EEEEE
specifies
records

requi rements.

63. 10(d) ( 3)

Reporting Yes.

opacity or
vi si bl e

em ssi ons
observati ons

63. 10(e) ( 3)

Excess enmi ssions No
reports

Subpart EEEEE
specifies
reporting
requi rements.
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63.10(e)(4) Reporti ng COVS No Subpart EEEEE
dat a does not
requi re COMS.
63. 11 Control device No Subpart EEEEE
requirements does not
require
flares.
63.12 State authority Yes.
and del egati ons
63. 13-63. 15 Addr esses of Yes.

State air
pol | uti on
control agencies
and EPA regi onal
of fices.

| ncor poration by
ref erence.
Avai l ability of

i nformati on and
confidentiality




